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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(FSA Part 1)

With the goal of facilitating timely project hearings, staff is publishing the Final Staff
Assessment (FSA) in two parts. This is Part 1 of the FSA. It contains staff's analysis
and recommendations for all technical areas with the exception of Hazardous Materials
Management. That section will be published at a later date. (Please see the discussion
contained in the “Overview of Staff's Conclusions” section in this Executive Summary.)

INTRODUCTION

This Final Staff Assessment (FSA) contains the California Energy Commission (Energy
Commission) staff's independent analysis and recommendation on the Walnut Energy
Center (WEC or project). The WEC and related facilities, such as the natural gas line,
reclaimed and potable water supply lines, are under the Energy Commission’s
jurisdiction. When issuing a license, the Energy Commission is the lead state agency
under the California Environmental Quality Act, and its process is functionally equivalent
to the preparation of an environmental impact report.

The Energy Commission staff has the responsibility to complete an independent
assessment of the project’s potential effects on the environment, the public’s health and
safety, and whether the project conforms with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations and standards (LORS). The staff also recommends measures to mitigate
potential significant adverse environmental effects and conditions for construction,
operation and eventual closure of the project, if approved by the Energy Commission.

This FSA is not the decision document for these proceedings nor does it contain
findings of the Energy Commission related to environmental impacts or the project’s
compliance with LORS. The FSA will serve as staff's testimony in evidentiary hearings
to be held by the Committee of two Commissioners who are hearing this case. The
Committee will hold evidentiary hearings and will consider the recommendations
presented by staff, the applicant, all parties, government agencies, and the public prior
to proposing its decision. The Energy Commission will make the final decision,
including findings, after the Committee’s publication of its proposed decision.

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

On November 19, 2002, the Turlock Irrigation District (TID) filed an Application for
Certification (AFC), for its proposed Walnut Energy Center (WEC) project with the
California Energy Commission seeking approval to construct and operate a 250
megawatt (MW) natural gas-fired, combined-cycle electric generating facility. The plant
would be owned and operated by TID. The Energy Commission determined the
application to be data adequate on December 18, 2002. This determination initiated
staff's independent analysis of the proposed project.

The WEC would be located in an industrially zoned area, currently used for agricultural
production, about four miles west of the downtown portion of the City of Turlock, in
Stanislaus County. The project site is located southeast of the intersection of West Main
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Street and South Washington Road. Access to the site will be via a new 1,900-foot road
built off South Washington Road through the west side of the project parcel. PROJECT
DESCRIPTION Figure 1 shows the regional setting and PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Figure 2 provides the local setting for the proposed project.

The WEC would consist of two combustion turbine generators (CTGs) equipped with
dry, low oxides of nitrogen (NOy) combustors; two heat recovery steam generators
(HRSGSs); one condensing steam turbine generator (STG); a deaerating surface
condenser; a five-cell mechanical-draft cooling tower; and associated support
equipment providing a total nominal generating capacity of 250 MW (at average annual
ambient conditions). The combustion turbines would be General Electric Frame 7EA
units.

To control emissions of air pollutants, the WEC will utilize a control system designed to
meet the proposed air emission limits. NO, emissions from the WEC will be controlled to
2.0 parts per million by volume, dry basis, corrected to 15 percent oxygen (ppmc), by a
combination of low NO, combustors in the CTGs and selective catalytic reduction (SCR)
systems in the HRSGs. An oxidation (CO) catalyst will be installed in the HRSGs to limit
stack CO emissions to 4.0 ppm.

The WEC project would use up to 1,800 acre feet per year (afy) of reycled water
provided by the City of Turlock’'s Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) for cooling
tower make-up. Recycled water for WEC will be produced by new treatment facilities,
located in Turlock’s existing WWTP.

The recycled water will be delivered to WEC through a new 12- to 24-inch pipeline,
approximately 1.6 miles in length. The recycled water pipeline will be routed from the
boundary of the Turlock WWTP on South Kilroy Road and will run generally west to
WEC (see PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 2).

A zero liquid discharge (ZLD) system will be used to recycle cooling tower blowdown
onsite. A portion of the distillate generated from the ZLD process will be further treated
and used as steam cycle make-up water. Distillate from the ZLD treatment system will
be used to provide all of the steam cycle makeup water for WEC.

The WEC facility will be connected to TID’s transmission system by looping both a

69- and 115-kV line into the WEC. At the 69-kV level, this will be accomplished by
intercepting the existing 69-kV transmission line, located immediately south of the
proposed site, and installing a double-circuit pole line into the WEC 69-kV switchyard.
At the 115-kV level, this will be accomplished by intercepting one of two existing 115-kV
transmission lines that run along the west side of South Washington Road and installing
a double-circuit pole line into the WEC 115-kV switchyard.

A more complete description of the project is contained in the PROJECT
DESCRIPTION section of this FSA.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION

The Energy Commission’s WEC Committee conducted an Informational Hearing and
Site Visit on January 24, 2003. This hearing provided a forum for the public to learn
about the project, the Energy Commission’s process, and to raise their questions and
concerns about the proposed power plant.
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When the AFC was filed, staff mailed a notice to all property owners adjacent to the
proposed project informing them of the proposed facility, the Energy Commission’s
review process, and how they could participate.

The Energy Commission’s Public Advisor’s Office (PAO) sent the application to the
Turlock Library and prepared a library and neighborhood poster announcing the project
and displaying key contact information. Along with this application, the PAO sent 25
copies of a one-page project description with detailed information about the proposed
project. The PAO also sent 1,000 bilingual (English and Spanish) newspaper inserts
announcing the time, date and location of the Informational Hearing and Site Visit to the
Turlock Journal.

Staff held workshops on the Preliminary Staff Assessment on June 17 and 20, 2003 and
has also coordinated their review of the WEC with relevant local, state and federal
agencies, such as the City of Turlock, Stanislaus County, California Independent
System Operator, the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, the California
Department of Fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers. This FSA provides agencies and the public the opportunity to
review the Energy Commission staff's analysis of the proposed project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

National Marine Fisheries Service

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMF) provided comments on staff’'s preliminary
assessment of the WEC on July 7, 2003. NMF’s commented that they agreed with
staff's biological assessment for listed salmonids in the project area; was in support of
using reclaimed water, urged further conservation of any potable water use at the
facility; and expressed concerns regarding the potential growth inducing impacts of the
proposed project.

NMF’s comments regarding biological resources are discussed in the Biological
Resources, Water Resources, and Land Use (growth inducing impacts) and can be
found in their respective sections of this FSA.

August 2003 1-3 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



City of Turlock Engineering Services

Staff received an email from Brad Klavano, City Engineer for the City of Turlock on June
20, 2003, regarding the alignment of a road associated with the proposed project and
the potential for an additional well for fire protection. The City’'s comments are
discussed in the Traffic and Transportation and Soil and Water Resources sections
of this FSA.

STAFF'S ASSESSMENT

Each technical area section of the FSA contains a discussion of impacts, staff's
preliminary conclusions and recommendations, and, where appropriate, mitigation
measures and conditions of certification. The FSA includes staff's assessments of:

e the environmental setting of the proposal;

e impacts on public health and safety, and measures proposed to mitigate these
impacts;

e environmental impacts, and measures proposed to mitigate these impacts;

e the engineering design of the proposed facility, and engineering measures proposed
to ensure the project can be constructed and operated safely and reliably;

e project closure;
e project alternatives; and

e compliance of the project with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards (LORS) during construction and operation.

OVERVIEW OF STAFF'S CONCLUSIONS

At this time, staff is unable to complete the Hazardous Materials Management analysis
(Section 4.4) of this FSA. Staff will complete and file that analysis, as soon as possible,
under separate cover.

Aside from Hazardous Materials Management, based on the information to date, staff
believes that the project’s environmental impacts can be mitigated to less than
significant levels. Staff's analysis also indicates that the project can comply with all
applicable LORS. Below is a summary of the potential environmental impacts and
LORS compliance for each technical area.
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Technical Discipline

Environmental / System
Impact

LORS Conformance

Air Quality Impacts Mitigated Yes
Biological Resources Impacts Mitigated Yes
Cultural Resources Impacts Mitigated Yes
Power Plant Efficiency No Impact N/A
Power Plant Reliability No Impact N/A
Facility Design Impacts Mitigated Yes
Geology Impacts Mitigated Yes
Hazardous Materials Section Not Complete Section Not Complete
Land Use Impacts Mitigated Yes
Noise Impacts Mitigated Yes
Public Health Impacts Mitigated Yes
Socioeconomics No Impact Yes
Traffic and Transportation Impacts Mitigated Yes
Transmission Line Safety Impacts Mitigated Yes
Transmission System Impacts Mitigated Yes
Engineering

Visual Resources Impacts Mitigated Yes
Waste Management Impacts Mitigated Yes
Water and Soils Impacts Mitigated Yes
Worker Safety Impacts Mitigated Yes

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

EPA guidelines on environmental justice state that if 50 percent of the population
affected by a project has minority or low-income status, it must be determined if these
populations are exposed to disproportionately high and adverse human health or

environmental impacts.

In the Socioeconomics section of this report, staff presents the results of their
“environmental justice screening analysis.” The purpose of this analysis is to determine
whether a low-income or minority population exists within the potential affected area of

the proposed project.

Energy Commission staff have reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the
minority population is less than 50 percent within a six-mile radius of the proposed
WEC. However, as indicated in Socioeconomics Figure 1, there are multiple census
blocks with greater than 50 percent minority persons within the six-mile radius; staff

considers these to be pockets or clusters of minority population. Staff considers these
pockets to require an environmental justice analysis.

When a minority /or low-income population is identified, staff in the technical areas of air

guality, public health, hazardous materials, noise, water, waste, traffic and

transportation, visual resources, land use, socioeconomics, and transmission line safety

and nuisance must consider possible impacts on the minority/low-income population as
part of their analysis. This environmental justice analysis consists of identification of
significant impacts (if any), identification of mitigation, and determination of whether
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there is a disproportionate impact if an unmitigated significant impact has been
identified.

Based on its analysis which excludes Hazardous Materials Management, staff has not
identified any significant unmitigated impacts for the technical areas listed above, if
staff's proposed mitigation measures are implemented.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Excluding the technical area of Hazardous Materials Management, staff has determined
that, with the mitigation recommended in this FSA, the construction and operation of the
Walnut Energy Center would not create a significant impact to the environment, public
health and safety, or the electric transmission system.

However, without the complete analysis of Hazardous Materials Management, staff
cannot make a definitive recommendation on the project at this time. Staff will make its
final recommendation on the entire project when the analysis of Hazardous Materials
Management is complete.
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INTRODUCTION
Bob Eller

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

The Final Staff Assessment (FSA) presents Part 1 of the California Energy Commission
(Energy Commission) staff's independent analysis of the Turlock Irrigation District’s
Application for Certification (AFC) for the Walnut Energy Center (WEC) project. Staff
will issue Part 2 of it's FSA, containing staff's testimony regarding Hazardous Materials
Management, in the near future. This FSA is a staff document. It is neither a
Committee document, nor a draft decision. The FSA describes:

e the existing environmental setting;
e the proposed project;

e whether the facilities can be constructed and operated safely and reliably in
accordance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS);

¢ the environmental consequences of the project including potential public health and
safety impacts;

e cumulative analysis of the potential impacts of the project, along with potential
impacts from other existing and known planned developments;

e mitigation measures proposed by the applicant, staff, interested agencies and
intervenors that may lessen or eliminate potential impacts;

e the proposed conditions under which the project should be constructed and
operated, if it is certified;

e project alternatives; and

e project closure requirements.

The analyses contained in this FSA are based upon information from: 1) the AFC; 2)
subsequent submittals; 3) responses to data requests; 4) supplementary information
from local and state agencies and interested individuals; 5) existing documents and
publications; and 6) independent field studies and research. The analyses for most
technical areas include discussions of proposed conditions of certification. Each
proposed condition of certification is followed by a proposed means of “verification.”
The verification is not part of the proposed condition, but is the Energy Commission
Compliance Unit's method of ensuring post-certification compliance with adopted
requirements.

The Energy Commission staff’'s analyses were prepared in accordance with Public
Resources Code section 25500 et seq. and Title 20, California Code of Regulation
section 1701 et seq., and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.).
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ORGANIZATION OF THE STAFF ASSESSMENT

The FSA contains an Executive Summary, Introduction, Project Description,

and Project Alternatives. The environmental, engineering, and public health and safety
analysis of the proposed project is contained in a discussion of 19 technical areas. As
stated above, the Hazardous Materials Management section will be issued as Part 2 of
this FSA. Each technical area is addressed in a separate chapter. Part 1 of the FSA
includes: air quality, public health, worker safety and fire protection, transmission line
safety, waste management, land use, traffic and transportation, noise, visual resources,
cultural resources, socioeconomics, biological resources, soil and water resources,
geological and paleontological resources, facility design, power plant reliability, power
plant efficiency, and transmission system engineering. These chapters are followed by
a discussion of facility closure, project construction and operation compliance
monitoring plans, and a list of staff that assisted in preparing this report.

Each of the technical area assessments includes a discussion of:
¢ laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS);

e the regional and site-specific setting;

e project specific and cumulative impacts;

e mitigation measures;

e closure requirements;

e conclusions and recommendations; and

e conditions of certification for both construction and operation (if applicable).

ENERGY COMMISSION SITING PROCESS

The California Energy Commission has the exclusive authority to certify the construction
and operation of thermal electric power plants 50 megawatts (MW) or larger. The
Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by state, regional, or
local agencies, and federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal law (Pub.
Resources Code, §25500). The Energy Commission must review power plant AFCs to
assess potential environmental and public health and safety impacts, potential
measures to mitigate those impacts (Pub. Resources Code, §25519), and compliance
with applicable governmental laws and standards (Pub. Resources Code, 825523 (d)).

The Energy Commission’s siting regulations require staff to independently review the
AFC and assess whether the list of environmental impacts it contains is complete, and
whether additional or more effective mitigation measures are necessary, feasible and
available (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, 88 1742 and 1742.5(a)). Staff's independent review
is presented in this report (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20 , §1742.5).

In addition, staff must assess the completeness and adequacy of the health and safety
standards, and the reliability of power plant operations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, 8§
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1743(b)). Staff is required to coordinate with other agencies to ensure that applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations and standards are met (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, 8
1744(b)).

Staff conducts its environmental analysis in accordance with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is not
required because the Energy Commission’s site certification program has been certified
by the Resources Agency (Pub. Resources Code, 821080.5 and Cal. Code Regs., tit.
14, 815251 (k)). The Energy Commission acts in the role of the CEQA lead agency and
is subject to all other applicable portions of CEQA.

Staff typically prepares both a preliminary and final staff assessment. The Preliminary
Staff Assessment (PSA), published on May 21, 2003, presented for the applicant,
intervenors, agencies, other interested parties and members of the public, the staff's
preliminary analysis, conclusions, and recommendations.

Staff used the PSA to resolve issues between the parties and to narrow the scope of
adjudicated issues in the evidentiary hearings. On June 17 and 20, 2003, staff held
workshops to discuss their findings, proposed mitigation, and proposed compliance
monitoring requirements. Based on these workshops, and written comments, staff
refined their analysis, corrected errors, and finalized the conditions of certification to
reflect areas where staff has reached agreement with the parties. This refined analysis,
along with responses to written comments on the PSA, is contained in this FSA. The
FSA serves as staff’s testimony on the Walnut Energy Center.

This staff assessment is only one piece of evidence that will be considered by the
Committee (two Commissioners who have been assigned to this project) in reaching a
decision on whether or not to recommend that the full Energy Commission approve the
proposed project. At the public hearings, all parties will be afforded an opportunity to
present evidence and to rebut the testimony of other parties, thereby creating a hearing
record on which a decision on the project can be based. The hearing before the
Committee also allows all parties to argue their positions on disputed matters, if any,
and it provides a forum for the Committee to receive comments from the public and
other governmental agencies.

Following the hearings, the Committee's recommendation to the full Energy
Commission on whether or not to approve the proposed project will be contained in a
document entitled the Presiding Members' Proposed Decision (PMPD). Following
publication, the PMPD is circulated in order to receive written public comments. At the
conclusion of the comment period, the Committee may prepare a revised PMPD. A
revised PMPD will be circulated for a comment period to be determined by the
Committee. At the close of the comment period for the revised PMPD, the PMPD is
submitted to the full Energy Commission for a decision. Within 30 days of the Energy
Commission decision, any party may request that the Energy Commission reconsider its
decision.

A Compliance Monitoring Plan and General Conditions will be assembled from
conditions contained in the FSA and other evidence presented at the hearings. The
Compliance Monitoring Plan and General Conditions will be presented in the PMPD.
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Commission staff's implementation of the plan ensures that a certified facility is
constructed, operated, and closed in compliance with the conditions adopted by the
Energy Commission. Staff's description of the contents of the Compliance Monitoring
Plan and General Conditions are included in the GENERAL CONDITIONS section of
this FSA.

Agency Coordination

As noted above, the Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by
state, regional, or local agencies, and federal agencies to the extent permitted by
federal law (Pub. Resources Code, 8 25500). However, the Commission typically seeks
comments from and works closely with other regulatory agencies that administer LORS
that may be applicable to proposed projects. These agencies include the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department
of Fish and Game, and the California Air Resources Board.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Testimony of Bob Eller

INTRODUCTION

On November 19, 2002, the Turlock Irrigation District (TID) filed an Application for
Certification (AFC), for its proposed Walnut Energy Center (WEC) project with the
California Energy Commission seeking approval to construct and operate a 250
megawatt (MW) natural gas-fired, combined-cycle electric generating facility. The plant
will be owned and operated by TID. The Energy Commission determined the
application to be data adequate on December 18, 2002. This determination initiated
staff's independent analysis of the proposed project.

The WEC and related facilities, such as natural gas pipelines and waste water pipelines,
are under the Energy Commission’s jurisdiction. When issuing a license, the Energy
Commission acts as lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), and its siting process is certified by the State Resources Agency as a separate
program that satisfies the core CEQA requirements.

WALNUT ENERGY CENTER

LOCATION

The WEC would be located in an industrially zoned area, currently used for agricultural
production, about four miles west of the downtown portion of the City of Turlock, in
Stanislaus County. The project site is located southeast of the intersection of West Main
Street and South Washington Road. Access to the site will be via a new 1,900-foot road
built off South Washington Road through the west side of the project parcel. PROJECT
DESCRIPTION Figure 1 shows the regional setting and PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Figure 2 provides the local setting for the proposed project.

PROJECT EQUIPMENT AND LINEAR FACILITIES

The WEC will consist of two combustion turbine generators (CTGs) equipped with dry,
low oxides of nitrogen (NOx) combustors; two heat recovery steam generators
(HRSGSs); one condensing steam turbine generator (STG); a deaerating surface
condenser; a five-cell mechanical-draft cooling tower; and associated support
equipment providing a total nominal generating capacity of 250 MW (at average annual
ambient conditions). The combustion turbines will be General Electric Frame 7EA units.
The project will not include steam power augmentation to the CTGs, duct firing of the
HRSGs, an auxiliary boiler, or a standby generator.

Each CTG will generate approximately 84 MW at base load under average ambient
conditions. The CTG exhaust gases will be used to generate steam in the HRSGs. The
HRSGs will be a reheat design without duct firing. Steam from the HRSGs will be
admitted to a condensing STG. Approximately 100 MW will be produced by the steam
turbine when the CTGs are operating at base load at average ambient conditions. The
project is expected to have an overall annual availability of 92 to 98 percent.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1
Walnut Energy Center - Regional Setting
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 2
Walnut Energy Center - Local Setting
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Associated equipment includes an emission control system designed to meet the
proposed air emission limits. NOy emissions from the WEC will be controlled to 2.0 parts
per million by volume, dry basis, corrected to 15 percent oxygen (ppmc), by a
combination of low NO, combustors in the CTGs and selective catalytic reduction (SCR)
systems in the HRSGs. An oxidation (CO) catalyst will be installed in the HRSGs to limit
stack CO emissions to 4.0 ppm.

Natural Gas Facilities

The WEC will be designed to burn natural gas only. Natural gas will be delivered to the
site via a new 3.6-mile pipeline. This pipeline will extend from its interconnection to
PG&E’s Line 215 at West Bradbury Road, north approximately 2.8 miles along
Commons Road until it reaches the railroad tracks, where it will turn east to the WEC
site as shown on PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 2.

The WEC’s maximum natural gas requirement, during low ambient temperature
operation, is approximately 2,095 MMBtu per hour, higher heating value (HHV).

Water Supply and Waste Water Treatment

The WEC project would use up to 1,800 acre feet per year (afy) of reycled water
provided by the City of Turlock’'s Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) for cooling
tower and steam cycle water make-up. Recycled water for WEC will be produced by
new treatment facilities, located in Turlock’s existing WWTP.

The recycled water will be delivered to WEC through a new 12- to 24-inch pipeline,
approximately 1.6 miles in length. The recycled water pipeline will be routed from the
boundary of the Turlock WWTP on South Kilroy Road and run generally west to WEC
(see PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 2).

A zero liquid discharge (ZLD) system will be used to recycle cooling tower blowdown
onsite. A portion of the distillate generated from the ZLD process will be further treated
by offsite regenerated mixed bed demineralizers and used as steam cycle make-up
water. Distillate from the ZLD treatment system will be used to provide all of the steam
cycle makeup water for WEC.

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has mandated that the City’s
water treatment facilities be operational by May 2006. Since the WEC project is
currently scheduled to commence operations in the fourth quarter of 2005, TID
proposes to use potable water from the City of Turlock to meet WEC’s water demands
until the City’s recycled water is available. A new 8- to 12-inch pipeline, approximately
0.9-mile in length, will be constructed to deliver potable water to WEC from an existing
main located in South Tegner Road, east of the WEC (see PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Figure 2). The connection to the City of Turlock’s existing line will be near the
intersection of South Tegner Road and Ruble Road, and the pipeline will be installed in
the Ruble Road right-of-way and proceed west to the plant site. Once recycled water is
available, potable water for drinking, safety showers, fire protection water, service
water, and sanitary uses will continue to be served from the potable water system.
Sanitary wastewater will be disposed of via an onsite septic system and leach field.
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A more detailed description of the water supply system, treatment, and permits is
provided in Soil and Water Resources section of this staff assessment.

Electric Transmission

The bulk of the electric power produced by the facility will be transmitted to the TID grid.
A small amount of electric power will be used onsite to power auxiliaries such as pumps
and fans, control systems, and general facility loads including lighting, heating, and air
conditioning. Some will also be converted from alternating current (AC) to direct current
(DC), which is used as backup power for control systems and other uses.

The WEC facility will be connected to TID’s transmission system by looping both a

69- and 115-kV line into the WEC. At the 69-kV level, this will be accomplished by
intercepting the existing 69-kV transmission line, located immediately south of the
proposed site, and installing a double-circuit pole line into the WEC 69-kV switchyard.
At the 115-kV level, this will be accomplished by intercepting one of two existing 115-kV
transmission lines that run along the west side of South Washington Road and installing
a double-circuit pole line into the WEC 115-kV switchyard. A detailed discussion of the
transmission system is provided in Transmission System Engineering section of this
staff assessment.

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

Construction of the WEC would take place over approximately 24 months, from the first
quarter of 2004 to the fourth quarter of 2005. Plant testing is expected to commence in
the fourth quarter of 2005, with commercial operation expected in the first quarter of
2006.

FACILITY CLOSURE

The WEC will be designed for an operating life of 30 years. At some point in the future,
the project will cease operation and close down. At that time, it will be necessary to
ensure that the closure occurs in such a way that public health and safety and the
environment are protected from adverse impacts.

Although the setting for this project does not appear to present any special or unusual
closure problems, it is impossible to foresee what the situation will be in 30 years or
more when the project ceases operation. Therefore, provisions must be made which
provide the flexibility to deal with the specific situation and project setting at the time of
closure. LORS pertaining to facility closure are identified in the technical sections of this
assessment. Facility closure will be consistent with laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards in effect at the time of closure.

REFERENCES

Turlock Irrigation District, Turlock, California (TID) 2002a. Application for Certification,
Volumes | & Il. Submitted to the California Energy Commission on November
19, 2002.
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AIR QUALITY

William Walters and Lisa Blewitt

INTRODUCTION

This analysis evaluates the expected air quality impacts of the emissions of criteria air
pollutants due to the construction and operation of the proposed Walnut Energy Center
(WEC) by the Turlock Irrigation District (TID or applicant), which will be located in the
City of Turlock, Stanislaus County.

In carrying out the analysis, the California Energy Commission staff evaluated the
following major points:

e whether the WEC is likely to conform with applicable federal, state and San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District air quality laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards, as required by Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1744 (b);

e whether the WEC is likely to cause significant air quality impacts, including new
violations of ambient air quality standards or contributions to existing violations of
those standards, as required by Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
1742 (b); and

e whether the mitigation proposed for the WEC is adequate to lessen the potential
impacts to a level of insignificance, as required by Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1744 (b).

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS (LORS)

FEDERAL

Under the Federal Clean Air Act, as implemented in 40 CFR 52.21, there are two major
components of air pollution control requirements for stationary sources, nonattainment
New Source Review (NSR) and Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD).
Nonattainment NSR is a permitting process for evaluation of those pollutants that violate
federal ambient air quality standards. Conversely, PSD is a permitting process for
evaluation of those pollutants that do not violate federal ambient air quality standards.
The NSR analysis has been delegated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(U.S. EPA) to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD, or
District). The U.S. EPA determines the conformance with the PSD regulations. The
PSD requirements apply only to those projects (known as major sources) that exceed
250 tons per year for any pollutant, or any new facility or stationary source category that
is listed in 40 CFR Part 52.21(b)(1)(i)(a), and that emits 100 tons or more per year of
any criteria pollutant. A major modification at an existing major source that results in an
emission increase of 100 ton per year for carbon monoxide (CO), 40 tons per year for
oxides of nitrogen (NOy), sulfur dioxide (SO.) or volatile organic compounds (VOC), or
15 tons per year for particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PMo) will also
be subject to PSD review. The entire program, including both nonattainment NSR and
PSD reviews, is referred to as the federal NSR program. The WEC will be located
adjacent to the existing Walnut Power Plant (WPP). Since the existing WPP is a minor
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source and the increase in emissions from the new WEC plant is not a major source by
itself, PSD does not apply to the WEC project.

Title V of the federal Clean Air Act requires states to implement and administer an
operating permit program to ensure that large sources operate in compliance with the
requirements included in 40 CFR Part 70. A Title V permit contains all of the
requirements specified in different air quality regulations that affect an individual project.
The WEC will require a Title V permit.

The WEC is also subject to the federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for
the combustion turbines (40 CFR 60 Subpart GG). This regulation has pollutant
emission requirements that are less stringent than those that will be required by NSR
requirements for Best Available Control Technology (BACT).

The U.S. EPA reviews and approves the SJVAPCD (District) regulations and has
delegated to the SJVAPCD the implementation of the federal NSR, Title V, and NSPS
programs. The District implements these programs through its own rules and
regulations, which are, at a minimum, as stringent as the federal regulations. The Title
V program is administered by the District under Rule 2520. In addition, the U.S. EPA
has also delegated to the District the authority to implement the federal Clean Air Act
Title IV “acid rain” program. The Title IV regulation requirements will include obtaining a
Title IV permit prior to operation, the installation of continuous emission monitors to
monitor acid deposition precursor pollutants, and obtaining Title IV allowances for
emissions of SOx. Rule 2540 implements the federal Title IV program. Therefore,
compliance with the District’s rules and regulations should result in compliance with
federal Title IV and Title V requirements.

STATE

The California State Health and Safety Code, Section 41700, requires that “no person
shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other
material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable
number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or
safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to
cause, injury or damage to business or property.”

LOCAL

The proposed project is subject to the following San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District (District) Rules and Regulations:

Rule 1080 — Stack Monitoring

This rule grants the Air Pollution Control Officer the authority to request the installation
and use of continuous emissions monitors (CEMs), and specifies performance
standards for the equipment and administrative requirements for record keeping,
reporting, and notification.
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Rule 1081 — Source Sampling

This rule requires adequate and safe facilities for use in sampling to determine
compliance with emission limits, and specifies methods and procedures for source
testing and sample collection.

Rule 1100 — Equipment Breakdown

This rule defines a breakdown condition, the procedures to follow if one occurs, and the
requirements for corrective action, issuance of an emergency variance, and reporting.
This rule is applied to the owner of any source operation with air pollution control
equipment, or related operating equipment that controls air emissions, or continuous
monitoring equipment.

Rule 2010 — Permits Required

This rule requires any person who is building, altering, replacing or operating any source
that emits, may emit air contaminants, or may reduce emissions, to first obtain
authorization from the District in the form of an Authority to Construct or a Permit to
Operate.

Rule 2201 — New and Modified Stationary Source Review Rule

The main function of the District's New Source Review Rule is to allow for the issuance
of Authorities to Construct, Permits to Operate, the application of Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) to new or modified permit source and to require the new permit
source to secure emission offsets.

Section 4.1 — Best Available Control Technology

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is defined as: a) the mandatory performance
levels that are contained in any State Implementation Plan and that have been
approved by EPA; b) the most stringent emission limitation or control technique that has
been achieved in practice for a class of source; or ¢) any other emission limitation or
control technique that the District’s Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) finds is
technologically feasible and is cost effective. BACT is required for any new or modified
emission unit that results in an emissions increase of 2.0 Ib/day. However, Section
4.2.1 states that BACT is not required for CO emissions from any new or modified
emissions unit if those sources emit less than 200,000 Ib/year of CO. In the case of
WEC, BACT applies for NOy, VOC, CO, SO,, and PM; emissions from all point sources
of the project.

Section 4.5 — Emission Offset Requirements

Emissions offsets for new or modified sources are required when those sources are
eqgual to or exceed the following emission levels:

e Oxides of Nitrogen, NOy — 20,000 Ibs/year;

e Volatile Organic Compounds, VOC - 20,000 Ibs/year;
e Carbon Monoxide, CO — 200,000 Ibs/year;

e PMjp— 29,200 Ibslyear;

August, 2003 4.1-3 AIR QUALITY



e Sulfur Oxides, SOx — 54,750 Ibs/year.

If constructed, the WEC would exceed all of the above emission levels, except SOy.

Section 4.6 — Emission Offset Exemptions

Emissions offsets are not required for increases of CO in attainment areas, if the
applicant demonstrates that the emissions increase will not cause or contribute to a
violation of the ambient air quality standards, and that those emissions are consistent
with Reasonable Further Progress.

Section 4.6.2 also exempts emergency equipment that is used exclusively as
emergency standby equipment for electrical power generation that does not operate
more than 200 hours per year for non-emergency purposes and is not used pursuant to
voluntary arrangements with a power supplier to curtail power.

Section 4.8 — Distant Offset Ratio

The emission offsets provided shall be adjusted according to the distance of the offset
from the project proposed site. The ratios are:

e Internal or on-site source —1to 1;

e Within 15 miles of the source — 1.2 to 1 (hon-major source), 1.3 to 1 (major source);
and

e 15 miles or more from the source —1.5to 1.

Sections 4.9/4.10 — Pre/Post-Project Stationary Source Potential to Emit

Sections 4.9.2 and 4.10.2 state that the Pre/Post-Project Stationary Source Potential to
Emit (SSPE) include Actual Emissions Reductions, which have been banked since
September 19, 1991, that have occurred at the source, and have not been used on-site.
This includes all Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) held as certificates and all ERCs
that have been sold or transferred.

Section 4.13 — Additional Offset Requirements

Section 4.13.1 specifies that major sources (defined as those sources that emit greater
than 25 tons of NOxand VOC and 70 tons of PM1o) that are shutdown and thus
generate an ERC may not be used as an offset for new major source (like WEC) unless
those ERCs are included in an EPA-approved attainment plan.

Section 4.13.2 states that offsets from another district may be used if the source of the
offsets is within 50 miles of the proposed emission increase. The Air Pollution Control
Officer (APCO) must review the permit conditions and certify that such offsets meet the
requirements of this rule and CH&SC Section 40709.6.

Section 4.13.3 allows for the use of interpollutant offsets (including PMio precursors for
PMu1o) on a case-by-case basis, provided that the applicant demonstrates that the
emissions increase will not cause a violation of any ambient air quality standard. The
ratio for interpollutant trading shall be based on an air quality analysis and shall be
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equal to or greater than the minimum offsetting requirement (the distance ratios) of this
rule (Section 4.8).

Section 4.13.4 requires Actual Emissions Reductions (AER) used as offsets to have
occurred during the same calendar quarter as the emissions increases being offset.
Exceptions to this rule (4.13.6 through 4.13.9) allow PM emission reductions that
occurred from October through March to offset PM emissions occurring anytime during
the year, for NOx and VOC emission reductions that occurred from April through
November to offset NOyx and VOC emissions occurring anytime during the year, and for
CO emission reductions that occurred from November through February to offset CO
emissions occurring anytime during the year.

Section 4.14 — Additional Source Requirements

Section 4.14.2 requires that a new source not cause, or make worse, the violation of an
ambient air quality standard as demonstrated through analysis with air dispersion
models.

Section 4.14.3 requires that the applicant of a proposed new major source demonstrate
to the satisfaction of the District that all major stationary sources subject to emission
limitations that are owned or operated by the applicant or any entity controlling or under
common control with the applicant in California, are in compliance or on a schedule for
compliance with all applicable emission limitations and standards.

Rule 2520 — Federally Mandated Operating Permits

Rule 2520 requires that a project owner file a Title V Operating Permit from EPA with
the District within 12 months of commencing operation. A project is subject to this
requirement if any of the following apply: the project is a major stationary source (under
PSD definitions), it has the potential to emit greater than 100 tons per year of a criteria
pollutant, any equipment permitted is subject to New Source Performance Standards,
the project is subject to Title IV Acid Rain program, or the owner is required to obtain a
PSD Permit from EPA. The Title V Permit application requires that the owner submit
information on the operation of the air polluting equipment, the emission controls, the
guantities of emissions, the monitoring of the equipment as well as other information
requirements.

Rule 2540 — Acid Rain Program

A project greater than 25 megawatts (MW) and installed after November 15, 1990, must
submit an acid rain program permit application to the District. The acid rain
requirements will become part of the Title V Operating Permit (Rule 2520). The specific
requirements for the WEC project are discussed in the “Compliance with LORS — Local”
later in this analysis.

Rule 4001 — New Source Performance Standards

Rule 4001 specifies that a project must meet the requirements of the Federal New
Source Performance Standards (NSPS), according to Title 40, Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 60, Chapter 1. Subpart GG, which pertains to Stationary Gas
Turbines, requires that a project meet specific NOy concentration limits, based on the
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heat rate of combustion. In addition, the SO, concentration shall be less than 150 parts
per million by volume (ppmv) and the sulfur content of the fuel shall be no greater than
0.8 percent by weight.

Rule 4101 — Visible Emissions
Prohibits visible air emissions, other than water vapor, of more than No. 1 on the
Ringelmann chart (20 percent opacity) for more than three minutes in any one-hour.

Rule 4102 — Nuisance

Prohibits any emissions “which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any
considerable number of persons or to the public or which endanger the comfort, repose,
health or safety of any such person or public or which cause or have a natural tendency
to cause injury or damage to business or property.”

Rule 4201 — Particulate Matter Concentration

Limits particulates emissions from any source that emits or may emit dust, fumes, or
total suspended particulate matter to less than 0.1 grain per dry standard cubic foot
(gr/dscf) of gas calculated to 12 percent of carbon dioxide.

Rule 4202 — Particulate Matter Emission Rate

This rule limits particulate matter emissions for any source operation, which emits or
may emit particulate matter emissions, by establishing allowable emission rates.
Calculation methods for determining the emission rate based on process weight are
specified.

Rule 4701 — Stationary Internal Combustion Engines

Limits NOy, CO and VOC emissions from internal combustion engines rated greater
than 50 brake horsepower (bph) that require a Permit to Operate. Since the fire pump
proposed for this project will be used exclusively for fire fighting services and will be
limited to 100 hours per year of non-emergency operation, it is exempt from this rule.

Rule 4703 — Stationary Gas Turbines

Limits NOy emissions from stationary gas turbines. Establishes requirements for
monitoring and record keeping for NOx and CO emissions from new or modified
stationary gas turbines with a designed power of 0.3 MW or higher.

Rule 4801 — SO, Concentration

Limits the emissions of sulfur compounds to no greater than 0.2 percent by volume
calculated as SO, on a dry basis.

Rule 7012 — Hexavalent Chromium — Cooling Towers

This rule limits emissions of hexavalent chromium from circulating water in cooling
towers and prohibits the use or sale of products containing these compounds for
treating cooling tower water. Record keeping and monitoring requirements, test
methods for determining emission concentration limits, and an implementation schedule
are specified.
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REGULATION VIII - FUGITIVE PM10 PROHIBITIONS

Rule 8011 — General Reqguirements

Specifies the types of chemical stabilizing agents and dust suppressant materials that
can (and cannot) be used to minimize fugitive dust from anthropogenic (man-made)
sources. The rule also specifies test methods for determining compliance with visible
dust emission (VDE) standards, stabilized surface conditions, soil moisture content, silt
content for bulk materials, silt content for unpaved roads and unpaved
vehicle/equipment traffic areas, and threshold friction velocity (TFV). Records shall be
maintained only for those days that a control measure was implemented, and kept for
one year following project completion to demonstrate compliance. A fugitive dust
management plan for unpaved roads and unpaved vehicle/equipment traffic areas is
discussed as an alternative for Rule 8061 and Rule 8071.

Rule 8021 — Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction and
Other Earthmoving Activities

Requires fugitive dust emissions throughout construction activities (from pre-activity to
active operations and during periods of inactivity) to comply with the conditions of a
stabilized unpaved road surface and to not exceed an opacity limit of 20 percent, by
means of water application, chemical dust suppressants, or constructing and
maintaining wind barriers. A Dust Control Plan is also required and shall be submitted
to the APCO at least 30 days prior to the start of any construction activities on any site
that include 40 acres or more of disturbed surface area, or will include moving more
than 2,500 cubic yards per day of bulk materials on at least three days.

Rule 8031 — Bulk Materials

Limits the fugitive dust emissions from the outdoor handling, storage and transport of
bulk materials. Requires fugitive dust emissions to comply with the conditions of a
stabilized unpaved road surface and to not exceed an opacity limit of 20 percent. It
specifies that bulk materials be transported using wetting agents, allow appropriate
freeboard space in the vehicles, or be covered. It also requires that stored materials be
covered or stabilized.

Rule 8041 — Carryout and Trackout

Limits carryout and trackout during construction, demolition, excavation, extraction, and
other earthmoving activities (Rule 8021), from bulk materials handling (Rule 8031), and
from unpaved vehicle and equipment traffic areas (Rule 8071) where carryout has
occurred or may occur. Specifies acceptable (and unacceptable) methods for cleanup
of carryout and trackout.

Rule 8051 — Open Areas

Requires fugitive dust emissions from any open area having three acres or more of
disturbed surface area, that has remained undeveloped, unoccupied, unused, or vacant
for more than seven day to comply with the conditions of a stabilized unpaved road
surface and to not exceed an opacity limit of 20 percent, by means of water application,
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chemical dust suppressants, paving, applying and maintaining gravel, or planting
vegetation.

Rule 8061 — Paved and Unpaved Roads

Specifies the width of paved shoulders on paved roads and guidelines for medians.
Requires gravel, roadmix, paving, landscaping, watering, and/or the use of chemical
dust suppressants on unpaved roadways to prevent exceeding an opacity limit of 20
percent. Exemptions to this rule include “any unpaved road segment with less than 75
vehicle trips for that day.”

Rule 8071 — Unpaved Vehicle/Equipment Traffic Areas

This rule intends to limit fugitive dust from unpaved vehicle and equipment traffic areas
one acre or larger by using gravel, roadmix, paving, landscaping, watering, and/or the
use of chemical dust suppressants to prevent exceeding an opacity limit of 20 percent.
Exemptions to this rule include “unpaved vehicle and equipment traffic areas on any day
which less than 75 vehicle trips occur.”

Rule 8081 — Agricultural Sources

This rule intends to limit fugitive dust from off-field agricultural sources exempted from
Rules 8031 (Bulk Materials), 8061 (Paved and Unpaved Roads), and 8071 (Unpaved
Vehicle/Equipment Traffic Areas). Requires fugitive dust emissions to comply with the
conditions of a stabilized surface and to not exceed an opacity limit of 20 percent.

SETTING

METEOROLOGICAL CONDITIONS

The climate of the San Joaquin Valley is controlled by a semi-permanent subtropical
high-pressure system that is located off the Pacific Ocean. In the summer, this strong
high-pressure system results in clear skies, high temperatures, and low humidity. Very
little precipitation occurs during the summer months because storms are blocked by the
high-pressure system. Beginning in the fall and continuing through the winter, the high
pressure weakens and moves south, allowing storm systems to move through the area.
Temperature, winds, and rainfall are more variable during these months, and stagnant
conditions occur more frequently than during summer months. Weather patterns
include periods of stormy weather with rain and gusty winds, clear weather that can
occur after a storm, or persistent fog. The project site receives an average of 12 inches
of rain annually.

Temperature, wind speed, and wind direction data have been collected at the Modesto
Airport. The predominant annual wind direction in the project area is from the north
through west-northwest (northwestern quadrant). The northwest quadrant wind
direction is particularly predominating during the spring, summer, and fall. The winds
during the winter show two almost equal predominate directions, from the northwest
guadrant and from the southeast quadrant (i.e. up and down valley directions). The
wind speeds are generally higher during daylight hours and during the spring, summer,
and fall.
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Along with the wind flow, atmospheric stability and mixing heights are important factors
in the determination of pollutant dispersion. Atmospheric stability reflects the amount of
atmospheric turbulence and mixing. In general, the less stable an atmosphere, the
greater the turbulence, which results in more mixing and better dispersion. The mixing
height, measured from the ground upward, is the height of the atmospheric layer in
which convection and mechanical turbulence promote mixing. Good ventilation results
from a high mixing height and at least moderate wind speeds with the mixing layer.

EXISTING AIR QUALITY

The project is located within the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (District). The applicable federal and California ambient air quality
standards (AAQS) are presented in AIR QUALITY Table 1. As indicated in this table,
the averaging times for the various air quality standards (the duration over which they
are measured) range from one-hour to annual average. The standards are read as a
mass fraction, in parts per million (ppm), or as a concentration, in milligrams or
micrograms of pollutant per cubic meter of air (mg/m?or pg/m®).

AIR QUALITY Table 1
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time | Federal Standard | California Standard
Ozone 1 Hour 0.12 ppm (235 pg/m®) 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m°)
(Os) 8 Hour 0.08 ppm (160 pg/m?) —
Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m®) 9 ppm (10 mg/m°)
(CO) 1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m?®) 20 ppm (23 mg/m?®)

Nitrogen Dioxide
(NO)

Annual Average

0.053 ppm (100
ug/m®)

1 Hour

0.25 ppm (470 pg/m®)

Annual Average

0.03 ppm (80 pg/m®)

Sulfur Dioxide 24 Hour 0.14 ppm (365 pg/m?) 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m®)
(SO2) 3 Hour 0.5 ppm (1300 pg/m®) —
1 Hour — 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m?®)
Respirable 24 Hour 150 pg/m?® 50 pg/m®
Particulate Matter n I
(PMy0) nnua 3 3
0 Arithmetic Mean 50 ug/m 20 pg/m
Fine Annual 15 pg/m® 12 pg/m’—
Particulate Matter Arithmetic Mean
(PM;5) 24 Hour 65 ug/m® —
Sulfates (SO,) 24 Hour — 25 pg/m®
30 Day Average — 1.5 pg/m®
Lead
Calendar Quarter 1.5 pg/m® —

Hydrogen Sulfide
(H2S)

1 Hour

0.03 ppm (42 pug/m°)

Vinyl Chloride

24 Hour

0.010 ppm (26 pg/m®)
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(chloroethene)

In sufficient amount to produce

Visibility Reducing 1 Observation an extinction coefficient of 0.23
— per kilometer due to particles

Particulates (8 hour) when the relative humidity is less
than 70 percent.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), California Air Resource Board
(CARB), and the local air district classify an area as attainment, unclassified, or
nonattainment, depending on whether or not the monitored ambient air quality data
show compliance, insufficient data is available, or non-compliance with the ambient air
guality standards, respectively. The WEC is located within the San Joaquin Valley Air
Basin and, as stated above, is under the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District. This area is designated as nonattainment for both the federal
and state ozone and PM;, standards. AIR QUALITY Table 2 summarizes federal and
state attainment status of criteria pollutants for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.

AIR QUALITY Table 2
Federal and State Attainment Status for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin

Pollutant Attainment Status
Federal State
Ozone — One hour Severe Nonattainment ® Severe Nonattainment
CcO Unclassified/Attainment ° Attainment
NO, Unclassified/Attainment ° Attainment
SO, Unclassified Attainment
PMo Serious Nonattainment Nonattainment
Lead No Designation Attainment

Source: 40 CFR 81 and SJVAPCD web site accessed January 2003 (www.valleyair.org/aginfo/attainment.htm).
a. Region 9 News Release San Francisco, CA, “U.S. EPA Downgrades San Joaquin Valley Air,” October 23, 2001 (Ozone).
b. Unclassified/Attainment — The attainment status for the subject pollutant is classified as either attainment or unclassified.

The project site is in Stanislaus County, at the western edge of the City of Turlock. The
monitoring station closest to the proposed project site is the Turlock South Minaret
Street Station, located approximately 3.6 miles from the project site. This station
monitors ambient concentrations of ozone, CO, NO,, and PMs,. Prior to the use of the
Turlock South Minaret Street Station, the Turlock Monte Vista #1 Station measured
PM3o concentrations (1981 to 1992). Fine particulate matter (PM.s) is recorded at the
Modesto 14" Street and Merced “M” Street Stations, located approximately 15 miles
northwest and 25 miles southeast, respectively, from the project site. The nearest
monitoring station for SO is at Bethel Island, about 55 miles from the project site. The
Modesto, Merced, and Bethel Island monitoring stations are considered the most
representative monitoring stations for the WEC site, with available PM, s and SO,
monitoring data.

AIR QUALITY Figure 1 summarizes the historical air quality data for the project
location, recorded at the Turlock Monte Vista #1 (1981-1991), Turlock South Minaret
Street (1992-2002), and Bethel Island (SO, only) air monitoring stations for ozone,
PMig, NO2, CO, and SO,. In AIR QUALITY Figure 1, the short term normalized
concentrations are provided from 1981 to 2002. Normalized concentrations represent
the ratio of the highest measured concentrations in a given year to the most-stringent
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applicable national or state ambient air quality standard. Therefore, normalized
concentrations lower than one indicate that the measured concentrations were lower
than the most-stringent ambient air quality standard.

AIR QUALITY Figure 1
Normalized Maximum Short-Term Historical Air Pollutant Concentrations
Monte Vista #1 (1981-1991), S. Minaret Street (1992-2002), and Bethel Island (SO,
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A Normalized Concentration is the ratio of the highest measured concentration to the applicable most stringent air quality standard.
For example, in 1999 the highest one-hour average ozone concentration measured in Turlock was 0.111 ppm. Since the most
stringent ambient air quality standard is the state standard of 0.09 ppm, the 1999 normalized concentration is 0.111/0.09 = 1.23.
Source: (CARB 2000).

Following is a more in-depth discussion of ambient air quality conditions in the project
area.

Ozone

In the presence of ultraviolet radiation, both nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic
compounds (VOC) go through a number of complex chemical reactions to form ozone.
AIR QUALITY Table 3 summarizes the best representative ambient ozone data
collected from the Turlock South Minaret Street monitoring station. The table includes
the maximum one-hour and eight-hour ozone levels and the number of days above the
state or national standards. Ozone formation is higher in spring and summer and lower
in the winter. The SJVAB is classified as a severe nonattainment area for both federal
and state ozone standards.

August, 2003 4.1-11 AIR QUALITY



AIR QUALITY Table 3
Ozone Air Quality Summary, 1992-2002 (ppm)

Year Turlock South Minaret Street
Days Above Month of Max. | Days Above | Month of | Max.
CAAQS Max. 1-Hr NAAQS Max. 8-Hr
1-Hr 1-Hr Avg. Avg. 8-Hr 8-Hr Avg. | Avg.
1992 24 JUN 0.120 11 JUN 0.102
1993 15 JUN 0.130 11 JUN 0.108
1994 15 JUN 0.109 10 JUN 0.098
1995 26 JUL 0.131 18 JUL 0.111
1996 37 AUG 0.129 19 AUG 0.111
1997 15 AUG 0.120 8 AUG 0.10
1998 35 AUG 0.153 29 AUG 0.125
1999 12 JUL 0.111 9 JUL 0.099
2000 15 AUG 0.131 10 AUG 0.107
2001 9 MAY 0.114 7 JUL 0.100
2002 31 AUG 0.135 25 AUG 0.113
California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS): 1-Hr, 0.09 ppm
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS): 1-Hr, 0.12 ppm; 8-Hr, 0.08 ppm
Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, November 2000 (1980-1999).

The yearly trends from 1981 to 2002 for the maximum one-hour and eight-hour ozone
concentrations, referenced to the most stringent standard, and the number of days
exceeding the California one-hour standard and the Federal eight-hour standard for the
Turlock Monte Vista #1 (1981-1991) and Turlock S. Minaret Street (1992-2002)
monitoring stations are shown in AIR QUALITY Figure 2 and Figure 3, respectively.
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AIR QUALITY Figure 2
Normalized Ozone Air Quality Maximum Concentrations
Turlock Monte Vista #1 (1981-1991) and S. Minaret Street (1992-2002)
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A Normalized Concentration is the ratio of the highest measured concentration to the applicable most stringent air quality standard.
The standard used for one-hour ozone is the state standard of 0.09 ppm, and for eight-hour ozone is the national standard of 0.08

ppm.

AIR QUALITY Figure 3
Ozone — Number of Days Exceeding the Air Quality Standards
Turlock Monte Vista #1 (1981-1991) and S. Minaret Street (1992-2002)
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As these two figures show, the one-hour and eight-hour ozone concentrations peaked in
1984, and the number of exceedances peaked in 1987. However, there has been little
or no improvement in the peak concentrations and number of exceedances since 1990.

Inhalable Particulate Matter (PMsg)

As AIR QUALITY Table 4 indicates, the project area annually experiences a number of
violations of the state 24-hour PMjg standard. In the last 10 years, however, the federal
24-hour standard has generally been met (except for 1993 and 1999). Annual
Geometric Mean PMg levels are generally above the state standard (except for 1996,
1998, and 2000). Annual Arithmetic Mean PMjq levels have been below the federal
standard since 1994. The San Joaquin Valley air basin is in nonattainment for both
federal and state PMyo standards.

AIR QUALITY Table 4
PM1o Air Quality Summary, 1992-2002 (ug/m®)

Year Turlock South Minaret Street
Days * Month of Max. Annual Annual
Above Daily | Max. Daily Daily Avg. Geometri | Arithmetic
CAAQS Avg. ¢ Mean Mean
1992 --- ---
1993 102 NOV 150 43 52
1994 90 JAN 135 36 41
1995 90 NOV 120 35 42
1996 45 NOV 122 28 32
1997 54 JAN 111 33 37
1998 48 DEC 108 25 31
1999 63 OCT 157 32 35
2000 57 DEC 104 29 33
2001 60 JAN 148 33 39
2002 72 NOV 93 31 34
California Ambient Air Quality Standard: 24-Hr, 50 ug/m3; Annual Arithmetic, 20 pg/m3
National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 24-Hr, 150 ug/m3; Annual Arithmetic, 50 pg/m3
Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, November 2000 (1980-1999).
Source: AFC (TID 2002a) Table 8.1-7. Note that the data for Annual Arithmetic Mean
provided in Table 8.1-7 do not match the numbers provided by CARB. Data from the CARB
website was used for 1999-2002.
* Days above the state standard (calculated): Because PM, is monitored approximately once
every six days, the potential number of violation days is calculated by multiplying the actual
number of days of violations by six.

PM3o can be emitted directly or it can be formed many miles downwind from emission
sources when various precursor pollutants interact in the atmosphere. Gaseous
emissions of pollutants like NOy, SOx and VOC from turbines, and ammonia from NOx
control equipment, given the right meteorological conditions, can form particulate matter
in the form of nitrates (NOs3), sulfates (SO,), and organic particles. These pollutants are
known as secondary particulates, because they are not directly emitted, but are formed
through complex chemical reactions in the atmosphere.
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PM nitrate (mainly ammonium nitrate) is formed in the atmosphere from the reaction of
nitric acid and ammonia. Nitric acid in turn originates from NOx emissions from
combustion sources. The nitrate ion concentrations during the wintertime are a
significant portion of the total PMyo, and are likely even a higher contributor to
particulate matter of less than 2.5 microns (PM5). The nitrate ion is only a portion of
the PM nitrate, which can be in the form of ammonium nitrate (ammonium plus nitrate
ions) and some as sodium nitrate. If the ammonium and the sodium ions associated
with the nitrate ion are taken into consideration, PM nitrate contributions to the total PM
are even more significant.

As shown in AIR QUALITY Table 4, the highest PM concentrations are measured in the
fall and winter when there are frequent low-level inversions. During the wintertime high

PM episodes, the contribution of ground level releases to ambient PM concentrations is

disproportionately high.

The 1992 to 2002 yearly trends for the maximum 24-hour PM;o and Annual Geometric
Mean PM, referenced to the most stringent standard, and the number of days
exceeding the California 24-hour PM;, standard for the Turlock South Minaret Street
monitoring station are shown in AIR QUALITY Figure 4 and Figure 5, respectively.

As the two figures show, there is an overall gradual downward trend for PMsg
concentrations and number of violations of the California 24-Hour Standard since 1993;
however, there has been little or no progress since 1996.

AIR QUALITY Figure 4
Normalized PMyo Air Quality Maximum Concentrations
Turlock South Minaret Street (1992-2002)

2.0 1 —&—PM10, 24-hr

—=—PM10, Annual
1.5 4 Arithmetic Mean

Normalized Concentrations

1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002
Year

A Normalized Concentration is the ratio of the highest measured concentration to the applicable most stringent air quality standard.
The standard used for 24-hour PMyy is the state standard of 50 pg/m3, and for the Annual Arithmetic Mean is the state standard of
20 pg/m®.

Source: CARB 2000, 2003.
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AIR QUALITY Figure 5
PMjo 24-Hour — Number of Days Exceeding the Air Quality Standard
South Minaret Street (1993-2002)
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Inhalable Particulate Matter (PM, s)

While the PM, 5 NAAQS were issued in 1997, their implementation has been delayed.
Currently, states have until February 15, 2004 to recommend to EPA which areas
should be designated as attainment and nonattainment. USEPA will provide final
designations by December 15, 2004. States have three years from the time of final
designation (December 2007) to provide PM, s attainment plans in a State
Implementation Plan (SIP).

The Office of Administrative Law formally approved CARB’s recommended PM; 5
ambient air quality standard on June 5, 2003. CARB anticipates determining PM; 5
CAAQS attainment status by January or February of 2004. Unlike the NAAQS, the
CAAQS do not also have attainment planning requirements, and CARB does not
anticipate that this standard will cause any immediate changes in the California New
Source Review requirements.

The NAAQS and CAAQS PM, s attainment status will be determined for the entire air
basin. If attainment classification were to take effect now using current ambient air
guality data, the SJVAB would be found to be in non-attainment of the federal and state
standards.

As shown in AIR QUALITY Table 4, the highest PM concentrations are measured in the
fall and winter. The relative contribution of wood-smoke particles to the PM; 5
concentrations may be even higher than its relative contribution to PM; concentrations,
considering that most of the wood-smoke particles are smaller than 2.5 microns.
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As AIR QUALITY Table 5 indicates, the 98" percentile 24-hour average PM s
concentration levels have been declining from 1999-2002, but continue to remain
slightly above the NAAQS of 65 pg/m?, except for 2002 when data from Merced was

below the NAAQS. The three year average of annual arithmetic means (national annual

average) has also been declining from 1999-2002, but continues to be above the
NAAQS of 15 pg/m? and would be above the CAAQS of 12 ug/m®.

AIR QUALITY Table 5
PM,5 Air Quality Summary, 1999-2002 (ug/m?®)

Year Modesto — 14" Street
Max. 98" Days * 3-Yr. Avg. 98" | National 3-Yr. Avg. of
Daily Percentile Above 98" Percentile of Annual National Annual
Avg. of Max. Percentile Daily Max. Daily Avg. Avg.
Daily Avg. NAAQS Avg.
1999 108 100.0 66 24.9
2000 77 71.0 30 18.7
2001 95 69.0 18 80 15.6 19.7
2002 83 69.0 18 70 18.7 17.7
Merced — 2334 “M” Street
1999 108.7 42 22.6
2000 86.1 68.4 18 17.3
2001 87.0 70.1 18 --- 16.8 18.9
2002 66.0 55.1 6 65 18.8 17.6
National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 3-Year Average - 98" Percentile of 24-Hr Avg. Conc., 65 ug/ms;
3-Year Average of Annual Arithmetic Mean (National Annual Average), 15 pg/m?’
Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed April 2003.
* Days above the federal standard (calculated): Because PM, s is monitored approximately once every
six days, the potential number of exceedence days is calculated by multiplying the actual number of days
of violations by six.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

As AIR QUALITY Table 6 shows, the maximum one-hour and eight-hour CO
concentrations in the Turlock area are less than the California Ambient Air Quality
Standards. CO is considered a local pollutant, as it is found in high concentrations only
near the source of emission. Automobiles and other mobile sources are the principal
sources of the CO emissions. High levels of CO emissions can also be generated from
fireplaces and wood-burning stoves. According to the data recorded at the Turlock
South Minaret Street air monitoring station, there have been no violations of California
Ambient Air Quality Standards or National Ambient Air Quality Standards since at least
1992 for the one-hour and the eight-hour CO standards (see AIR QUALITY Table 6).

The highest concentrations of CO occur when low wind speeds and a stable
atmosphere trap the pollution emitted at or near ground level in what is known as the
stable boundary layer. These conditions occur frequently in the wintertime, late in the
afternoon, persist during the night and may extend one or two hours after sunrise.
Since mobile sources (motor vehicles) are the main cause of CO, ambient
concentrations of CO are highly dependent on motor vehicle activity. In fact, the peak
August, 2003
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CO concentrations occur during the rush hour traffic in the mornings and afternoons.
Carbon monoxide concentrations in Stanislaus County and the rest of the state have
declined significantly due to two state-wide programs: 1) the 1992 wintertime
oxygenated gasoline program, and 2) Phases | and Il of the reformulated gasoline
program. New vehicles with oxygen sensors and fuel injection systems have also
contributed to the decline in CO levels in the state. Today, all the areas of California,
with the sole exception of certain locations within Los Angeles County, are in
compliance with the CO ambient air quality standards.

AIR QUALITY Table 6
CO Air Quality Summary, 1992-2002 (ppm)

Year Turlock South Minaret Street
Month of | Maximum Maximum
Max. 1-Hr 1-Hr 8-Hr Average
Average Average
1992 NOV 5.0 4.13
1993 NOV 5.0 3.63
1994 NOV 7.0 4.18
1995 JAN 4.1 3.36
1996 NOV 51 3.19
1997 DEC 5.2 3.93
1998 DEC 4.5 3.19
1999 DEC 4.2 3.67
2000 DEC 5.0 3.53
2001 JAN 4.2 3.14
2002 --- 2.64
California Ambient Air Quality Standard: 1-Hr, 20 ppm; 8-Hr, 9 ppm
National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 1-Hr, 35 ppm; 8-Hr, 9 ppm
Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed
April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, November 2000 (1980-1999).
Source: AFC (TID 2002a) Table 8.1-4. 2000-2001 1-Hr. Avg.

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

As shown in AIR QUALITY Table 7 the maximum one-hour and annual concentrations
of NO; at the Turlock South Minaret Street Station are lower than California and
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Approximately 75 to 90 percent of the NOy
emitted from combustion sources is NO, while the balance is NO,. NO is oxidized in the
atmosphere to NO; but some level of photochemical activity is needed for this
conversion. This is why the highest concentrations of NO, occur during the fall and not
in the winter, when atmospheric conditions favor the trapping of ground level releases,
but lack significant photochemical activity (less sunlight). In the summer, the conversion
rates of NO to NO; are high, but the relatively high temperatures and windy conditions
(atmospheric unstable conditions) disperse pollutants, preventing the accumulation of
NO; to levels approaching the California one-hour ambient air quality standard. The
formation of NO, in the summer, in the presence of ozone, is according to the following
reaction:

NO + O3 - NO,+ O,
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In urban areas, ozone concentration levels are typically high. These levels drop
substantially at night as the above reaction takes place between ozone and NO. This
reaction explains why, in urban areas, ozone concentrations at ground level drop, while
aloft and in downwind rural areas (without sources of fresh NOy emissions) ozone
concentrations can remain relatively high.

AIR QUALITY Table 7
NO; Air Quality Summary, 1992-2002 (ppm)

Year Turlock South Minaret Street
Month of Maximum Maximum
Max. 1-Hr 1-Hr Annual Average
Average Average
1992 OCT 0.090 0.021
1993 NOV 0.080 0.019
1994 OCT 0.079 0.018
1995 NOV 0.075 0.017
1996 OCT 0.084 0.017
1997 OCT 0.083 0.018
1998 OCT 0.075 0.018
1999 OCT 0.096 0.019
2000 SEP 0.068 0.016
2001 OCT 0.071 0.017
2002 SEP 0.083 0.018
California 1-Hr Ambient Air Quality Standard: 0.25 ppm
National Annual Ambient Air Quality Standard: 0.053 ppm
Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed
April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, November 2000 (1980-1999).
Source: AFC (TID 2002a) Table 8.1-3. 1992 Annual Avg.

Sulfur Dioxide (S0O5,)

Sulfur dioxide is typically emitted as a result of the combustion of a fuel containing
sulfur. Fuels, such as natural gas, contain very little sulfur and consequently have very
low SO, emissions when combusted. By contrast, fuels high in sulfur content such as
lignite (a type of coal), emit very large amounts of SO, when combusted.

Sources of SO, emissions within the San Joaquin Valley air basin come from every
economic sector and include a wide variety of fuels: gaseous, liquid and solid. The San
Joaquin Valley air basin is designated attainment for all the SO, state and federal
ambient air quality standards. AIR QUALITY Table 8 shows the historic one-hour, 24-
hour and annual average SO, concentrations collected from the Contra Costa County
Bethel Island Road Station, approximately 55 miles from the project site. As AIR
QUALITY Table 8 shows, concentrations of SO, are far below the state and federal
SO, ambient air quality standards.
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AIR QUALITY Table 8
SO, Air Quality Summary, 1992-2002 (ppm)

Year Bethel Island Road, Contra Costa County
Maximum Month of Maximum Annual
1-Hr Avg. Max. 24-Hr Avg. Average

24-Hr Avg.

1992 0.030 JUN 0.0113 0.0009

1993 0.020 APR 0.0087 0.0005

1994 0.019 MAY 0.0050 0.0012

1995 0.015 JUL 0.0063 0.0010

1996 0.014 AUG 0.0067 0.0014

1997 0.015 AUG 0.0066 0.0020

1998 0.028 SEP 0.0094 0.0018

1999 0.029 SEP 0.0083 0.0014

2000 0.018 JUN 0.008 0.002

2001 0.015 MAY 0.008 0.002

2002 JUL 0.009 0.002

California Ambient Air Quality Standard: 1-Hr, 0.25 ppm; 24-Hr, 0.04 ppm
National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 3-Hr, 0.5 ppm; 24-Hr, 0.14 ppm; Annual,
0.030 ppm

Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, November 2000 (1980-1999).

Source: AFC (TID 2002a) Table 8.1-5. 2000-2001 1-Hr. Avg.

Visibility

Visibility in the region of the project site depends upon the area’s natural relative
humidity and the intensity of both particulate and gaseous pollution in the atmosphere.
The most straightforward characterization of visibility is probably the visual range (the
greatest distance that a large dark object can be seen). However, in order to
characterize visibility over a range of distances, it is more common to analyze the
changes in visibility in terms of the change in light-extinction that occurs over each
additional kilometer of distance (1/km). In the case of a greater light-extinction, the
visual range will decrease.

The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is currently designated as unclassified for visibility
reducing particles.

Summary

The project site is located at the western edge of the City of Turlock in a predominately
rural area, approximately 2.7 miles west of Highway 99, southeast of the intersection of
West Main Avenue and South Washington Road. Where possible, the recommended
background concentrations come from nearby monitoring stations with similar
characteristics. Monitoring stations located within larger urban areas were not
considered representative of this site. The recommended ozone, NO,, PM;o, and CO
background concentrations are from the Turlock South Minaret Street monitoring
station. The recommended SO, background concentration is from the Bethel Island
Road monitoring station in Contra Costa County, which is the nearest representative
monitoring station to the project site. AIR QUALITY Table 9 presents staff's
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recommended background ambient concentrations for use in the WEC impacts

analysis.
AIR QUALITY Table 9
Staff Recommended Background Concentrations for WEC (ppm)
Pollutant Averaging 2000 2001 2002 Most Restrictive Ambient
Time Air Quality Standard
Ozone 1 hour 0.131 0.114 0.135 0.09
8 hour 0.107 0.100 0.113 0.08
24 hours 104 148 93 50
Pl\//l103 Annual
(hg/m’) Arithmetic Mean 33 39 34 20
NO, 1 hour 0.068 0.071 0.083; 0.25
Annual 0.016 0.017 0.018 0.053
co 1 hour 5.0 4.2 ND 20
8 hour 3.53 3.14 2.64 9
1 hour 0.018 0.015 ND 0.25
S0, 3 hour ” 0.016 0.014 ND 0.5
24 hours 0.008 0.008 0.009 0.04
Annual 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.03

Note(s): ND — No Data available.

a. Bold values are the background concentrations used throughout the following air quality analysis.

b. 3-hour SO, value is assumed to equal 90 percent of one-hour SO, value.

c. The NO,_OLM modeling conducted by the Applicant uses 1999 meteorological and hourly ozone data;
therefore, for consistency the background NO, concentration used to assess the NO, _OLM modeling
results is the 1999 maximum hourly background of 0.096 ppm (180 ug/m®)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND EMISSIONS

CONSTRUCTION

The WEC would include the following major elements at the project site:

two General Electric Frame 7EA (or equivalent) combustion turbine generators
(CTGs), each rated at 84 MW (nominal at site design conditions). Each CTG would
be equipped with dry, low-NOx combustors;

two unfired heat recovery steam generators (HRSG),

one 100-MW (nominal) condensing steam turbine generator (STG);

a 115-kilovolt (kV) and 69-kV switchyard;

a continuous emission monitoring (CEM) system for NO, CO, and oxygen;
a deaerating surface condenser;

a five cell mechanical draft cooling tower using recycled water from the City of
Turlock’s Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP);

one 300-hp diesel fire pump;

two 100-percent capacity or three 50-percent capacity electric motor-driven fuel gas
compressors; and

zero liquid discharge (ZLD) system
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The WEC would also include the following linear ancillary projects:

e approximately 1,950 feet of 115-kV electrical transmission line;

e approximately 670 feet of 69-kV electrical transmission line;

e approximately 3.6 miles, 8-inch natural gas supply pipeline;

e approximately 1.6 miles, 12 to 24 inch recycled water supply pipeline; and

e approximately 0.9 miles of potable water supply pipeline.

Construction activities for the WEC, both on-site and off-site, would generate air
emissions from earth moving activities and construction equipment. Construction is
expected to last approximately 22 months with the highest daily emissions being
forecast to occur during the seventh month of construction. Off-site construction of the
natural gas pipeline and recycle water pipeline is expected to last 12 months.
Construction of the new transmission line interconnects are expected to last one month
(TID 2002a, Appendix 8.1D, page 2).

Project Site

The power plant alone would take approximately 22 months to construct. The power
plant project construction consists of five main phases: 1) site preparation, 2) foundation
work, 3) installation of major equipment, 4) construction/installation of major structures;
and 5) startup and commissioning. Fugitive dust emissions during the construction of
the project result from dust entrained during site preparation and grading/excavation at
the construction site, during onsite travel on paved and unpaved surfaces, and during
aggregate and soil loading and unloading operations, as well as wind erosion of areas
disturbed during construction activities. The largest fugitive dust emissions are
generated during site preparation activities, where work such as clearing, grading,
excavation of footings and foundations, and backfilling operations occur. These types
of activities require the use of large earth moving equipment, which generate
combustion emissions, along with creating fugitive dust emissions.

Combustion emissions during the construction of the project result from exhaust
sources, including diesel construction equipment used for site preparation, water trucks
used to control dust emissions, diesel-powered welding machines, electric generators,
air compressors, water pumps, diesel trucks used for deliveries, and automobiles and
trucks used by workers to commute to and from the construction site.

Applicant estimates for the highest daily emissions during construction, based on the
seventh month, are shown in AIR QUALITY Table 10. Peak annual on-site
construction heavy equipment exhaust and fugitive dust emissions based on the
average equipment mix used during the peak 12-month construction period are
summarized in AIR QUALITY Table 11.
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AIR QUALITY Table 10
Maximum Daily Emissions During On-Site Construction
(Month 7; Maximum Emissions), Ibs/day

| No, | co | voc | so, | PMyp
On-Site
Construction Equipment 114.93 74.98 10.67 0.12¢ 5.96
Fugitive Dust 41.61
Off-site
Worker Travel 31.71 379.11 30.27 0.02 0.64
Truck Deliveries 19.61 12.27 1.76 0.81 1.10
Total Emissions 166.26 466.36 42.70 0.95 49.36

From “Revisions to Construction Phase Impacts Analysis” (CH2MHill 2003i), Table 8.1D-1.

Notes:

a. Heavy diesel construction equipment emission factors are based on the EPA Nonroad model engine emission
factors (USEPA 2002) and use of CARB ultra low-sulfur fuel (15 ppm sulfur).

AIR QUALITY Table 11
Peak Annual Emissions During On-Site Construction, tons/year

| NOo, | co | voc | SO, | PMy
On-Site
Construction Equipment 12.06 11.34 1.81 0.01 0.78
Fugitive Dust 3.43
Off-site
Worker Travel 3.96 47.39 3.78 0.00 0.08
Truck Deliveries 2.55 1.60 0.23 0.11 0.14
Total Emissions 18.57 60.33 5.82 0.12 4.45

From “Revisions to Construction Phase Impacts Analysis” (CH2MHill 2003i), Table 8.1D-1.

Linear Facilities

The linear facilities would include the natural gas pipeline, recycled water supply
pipeline and the 115- and 69-kV transmission lines. The construction of all linear
facilities is expected to last no longer than 12 months.

The natural gas pipeline would connect to the Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s
(PG&E’s) existing main pipeline (Line 215) located approximately 3.6 miles south of the
project site at West Bradbury Road. The pipeline would run north from West Bradbury
Road adjacent to South Commons Road for approximately 2.7 miles, then east on the
south side of the railroad tracks for another 0.9 miles to the project site. Open trench
construction would be performed in approximately 500-foot long sections over a short
duration to minimize fugitive dust and construction equipment combustion emissions.
Open trench construction would be used for crossing irrigation canals, if the canal is dry
and can be taken out of service. Otherwise, either horizontal directional drilling or “jack-
and-bore” drilling would be used.

The recycled water supply pipeline would provide up to 1,800 acre feet per year (afy) of
recycled water from the City of Turlock’s Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), located
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approximately 1.6 miles from the project site. The pipeline would be routed from the
project site south to Ruble Road (1,100 feet), along the east side of the 69-acre parcel,
then east on Ruble Road (3,350 feet) to South Tegner Road, and then proceed south
(1,100 feet) to an existing 69-kV TID transmission line corridor. The pipeline would then
turn east, paralleling the transmission line (2,600 feet) to South Kilroy Road, then
proceed south on South Kilroy Road (350 feet), and finally east to the City of Turlock’s
WWTP.

The potable water supply pipeline would connect to an existing City of Turlock water
main located near the intersection of South Tegner Road and Ruble Road. The pipeline
would be installed in the Ruble Road right-of-way, along with the recycled water supply
pipeline, and proceed east from the project site to South Tegner Road. The emissions
from the potable water line construction are included with the recycled water line
emissions in the “water pipeline” construction emission estimates.

The 115-kV transmission line would be approximately 1,950 feet long and would
interconnect from the project site to the existing TID Walnut Hilmar 115-kV transmission
line, which runs along the west side of South Washington Road. The 115-kV
transmission line interconnection would involve the construction of one double-circuit
transmission line on one set of poles. The proposed 115-kV connection would align in
an east/west direction and cross open farmland, along an existing electrical easement,
adjacent to the Tidewater Southern (owned by Union Pacific Railroad).

The 69-kV transmission line would be approximately 670 feet long and would
interconnect from the project site to the existing TID Walnut Industrial 69-kV
transmission line, which runs along the south property line of the project parcel. The
69-kV transmission line would also be a double-circuit transmission line on one set of
poles. The proposed 69-kV connection would align in a north/south direction and cross
open farmland.

AIR QUALITY Table 12 shows maximum daily emissions expected from the

construction of the natural gas pipeline, recycled water supply pipeline and the
transmission line interconnect.
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AIR QUALITY Table 12
Maximum Daily Emissions During Pipeline and Transmission Line
Interconnect Construction, Ibs/day

| No, | co | voc | sO. | PMyp
Natural Gas Pipeline
On-Site
Construction Equipment 55.81 17.93 4.14 1.89 2.77
Fugitive Dust --- 4.66
Off-site
Truck Deliveries 18.56 11.61 1.67 0.77 1.04
Worker Travel 3.71 44,38 3.54 0.00 0.08
Total Emissions 78.08 73.92 9.35 2.66 8.55
Water Pipeline
On-Site
Construction Equipment 61.98 22.61 4.85 2.22 3.17
Fugitive Dust 5.47
Off-site
Truck Deliveries 27.84 17.42 2.50 1.15 1.56
Worker Travel 3.71 44,38 3.54 0.00 0.08
Total Emissions 93.53 84.41 10.89 3.37 10.28
Transmission Line Interconnect
On-Site
Construction Equipment 76.13 15.58 4.83 2.20 3.47
Fugitive Dust 1.14
Off-site
Truck Deliveries 46.40 29.03 4.17 1.92 2.61
Worker Travel 3.09 36.99 2.95 0.00 0.06
Total Emissions 125.62 81.59 11.95 412 7.28

From Data Response, Set 1B (CH2MHill 2003c) Table 8.1D-3R (2/18/03) and Table 8.1D-1R (worker travel details),
and AFC (TID 2002a) Attachment 8.1D-1 (truck delivery details).

OPERATIONAL PHASE

Equipment Description

The equipment for the proposed WEC would include the following components:

two General Electric Frame 7EA (or equivalent) combustion turbine generators
(CTGs), each rated at 84 MW (nominal at site design conditions). Each CTG would
be equipped with dry, low-NOx combustors;

two unfired heat recovery steam generators (HRSG),

one 100-MW (nominal) condensing steam turbine generator (STG);

a 115-kilovolt (kV) and 69-kV switchyard;

a continuous emission monitoring (CEM) system for NO, CO, and oxygen;
a deaerating surface condenser;

a five cell mechanical draft cooling tower using recycled water from the City of
Turlock’s Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP);

one 300-hp diesel fire pump;
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e two 100-percent capacity or three 50-percent capacity electric motor-driven fuel gas
compressors; and

e zero liquid discharge (ZLD) system

Facility Operation

TID has proposed to develop the WEC within a 69-acre parcel located in an industrial
area about four miles west of downtown Turlock in Stanislaus County, California. The
project site is located adjacent to the Foster Farm’s Foster Commodities-West Main
plant, southeast of the intersection of West Main Street and South Washington Road.
The power plant would be accessed via a new 1,900-foot road running from South
Washington Road through the west side of the project parcel. The power plant and
switchyard site would occupy approximately 16 acres near the northeast corner of the
69-acre parcel. An additional two acres would be needed for primary access and
emergency access to the plant and transmission lines. The remaining 51 acres would
be available for lease as agricultural land or future development after construction is
completed.

The WEC would use two stationary, natural gas-fired combustion turbines for power
production. Each CTG would generate an average of 84 MW at base load under
average ambient conditions. Each CTG would feature dry low-NOx combustors for
emission control. The CTG exhaust gases would be used to generate steam in two
unfired HRSGs. The HRSGs would be a reheat design with no duct firing. Each HRSG
would be equipped with a selective catalytic reduction (SCR) emission control system
that uses ammonia vapor in the presence of a catalyst to reduce the NOy concentration
in the exhaust gases. An oxidation catalyst would also be installed in the HRSGs to
control CO and VOC emissions. Steam from the HRSGs would be routed to a
condensing STG, which would produce approximately 100 MW when the CTGs are
operating at base load at average ambient conditions. The total net generating capacity
of the power plant would be 250 MW with an overall annual availability of 92 to 98
percent.

Accessories for each CTG include inlet air filters and evaporative coolers, double lube
oil cooler, compressor wash system, fire detection and protection system, dry low NOx
combustion system, and acoustical enclosures. The major components for each HRSG
include a feedwater preheater, low-pressure (LP) economizer, LP drum, LP evaporator,
LP superheater, intermediate-pressure (IP) economizer, IP evaporator, IP
superheaters/reheaters, high-pressure (HP) economizers, HP evaporator, HP drum,
and HP superheaters. The steam turbine system includes a condensing STG with
reheat, gland steam system, lubricating oil system, hydraulic control system, and steam
admission/induction valving.

The WEC design includes a five-cell mechanical draft cooling tower using recycled
water provided by the City of Turlock’s Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). Cooling
tower blowdown would be discharged to a zero-liquid discharge (ZLD) treatment system
that would in part be used to provide the steam cycle makeup water for the WEC.

The City of Turlock is currently developing a Title 22 Tertiary Wastewater Treatment
Plant, which is required by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to be
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online by May 2006. The schedule for the WEC project shows operations beginning the
fourth quarter of 2005. Therefore, TID proposes to use potable water from the City of
Turlock to meet the project’s water demands until the City’s recycled water is available.

The facility would be operated seven days a week, 24 hours per day. The project is
expected to have an annual plant availability of 92 to 98 percent. However, the exact
operational profile of the plant cannot be defined in detail since operation of the facility
depends on varying hydroelectric power availability and variable demand in the TID
service area. The facility could be operated in one or all of the following modes: (1)
base load — operated at maximum continuous output; (2) load following — operated
between maximum continuous output and minimum load to meet TID’s system
demands; (3) daily cycling — operated up to maximum continuous output during the day
and totally shut down at night or weekends; and (4) full shutdown due to equipment
malfunction, fuel supply interruption, transmission line disconnect, or scheduled
maintenance.

Emission Controls

The exclusive use of pipeline-quality natural gas, a relatively clean-burning fuel, would
limit the formation of VOC, PM;o, and SO, emissions. Natural gas contains very little
noncombustible gas or solid residues and a small amount of reduced sulfur compounds,
including mercaptan. Additionally, there would be no distillate fuel olil firing at WEC,
except in the fire pump engine.

Each CTG would be equipped with a dry low NO, combustion system to control NOy
and VOC concentrations in the exhaust gas. Dry low NOx combustors would generate
approximately 9 parts per million by volume, dry (ppmvd) NOy at 15 percent oxygen (Oy)
and VOCs at or below 1.4 ppmvd at actual stack oxygen concentrations (TID 2002a,
page 8.1-59 to 60). Post-combustion NOy control would be provided using a selective
catalytic reduction (SCR) system. The SCR system will use anhydrous ammonia to
further reduce NOy emissions to 2.0 ppmvd at 15 percent O, on a one-hour average
basis, with up to 10 hours per year of excursions (during transient load conditions) up to
a level of 25 ppmvd at 15 percent O, (CH2MHill 2003c, DRR #20). Ammonia slip would
be limited to 10 ppmvd at 15 percent O, from the gas turbines/HRSGs (TID 2002a,
page 8.1-39). CO would be controlled at the CTG combustor and by an oxidation
catalyst, and would be limited to no greater than 4 ppmvd at 15 percent O, (excluding
startups and shutdowns). Although the turbines/HRSGs will be equipped with oxidation
catalysts, no VOC control effectiveness has been assumed by the applicant (TID 2002a,
page 8.1-60, Note 11). Particulate emissions would be controlled using natural gas as
the sole fuel for the CTGs.

Particulate emissions from the cooling tower would be controlled using high-efficiency
drift eliminators with an emission control rate of 0.0005 percent.

Diesel fire pump NOy emissions would be limited through the use of a turbocharged and
timing retarded engine achieving 5.2 grams NOy per horsepower-hour (hp-hr) at full
load. Particulate emissions from the diesel fire pump would be reduced to less than 0.1
grams/hp-hr through the use of low-sulfur diesel.

August, 2003 4.1-27 AIR QUALITY



Two 132-foot-tall, 16-foot diameter stacks would release the HRSG exhaust gas into the
atmosphere. Continuous emission monitors (CEMs) would be installed on the two
HRSG stacks to monitor NOy, CO, and oxygen concentrations to assure adherence with
the proposed emission limits. The CEM system would generate reports of emissions
data in accordance with permit requirements and send alarm signals to the plant’s
control room when the level of emissions approaches or exceeds pre-selected limits.

Project Operating Emissions

Air emissions would be generated from operating the major project components. The
emission rates for the combustion gas turbines, cooling tower, and diesel fire pump are
provided in AIR QUALITY Table 13.

AIR QUALITY Table 13
Maximum Pollutant Emission Rates, Ib/hr

Pollutant Each Annual Cooling Diesel
Gas Average Each Tower Fire Pump
Turbine® | Gas Turbine®

NOy 7.59 7.18 --- 3.44
CO 9.25 8.74 0.18
VOC 1.84 1.74 --- 0.10
PMio 7.00 7.00 1.29 0.06
SO, 1.05° 0.99 0.10°
NH; 14.06 13.28 35°¢

From Data Adequacy (TID 2002b) Revised Table 8.1A-6R and AFC (TID 2002a) Tables 8.1-15, 8.1A-1,
8.1A-2, and 8.1A-3.

Note(s):

a. Estimated at 32°F, 90 percent humidity and 100 percent load (Case 5 - Cold Base).

b. Annual average rates used for determining annual emissions for offset requirements estimated at
61°F, 59 percent relative humidity and 100 percent load (Case 3 — Avg Base).

c. Gas Turbine SO, emissions are based on fuel sulfur content of 0.36 grains/100 scf, which is a
conservative estimate based on hourly sulfur measurements taken at the PG&E Burney Compressor
Station for the period December 18, 2000 through December 17, 2001 (CH2MHill 2003c, DRR #9,
Attachment AQ-9).

d. Fire Pump SO, emissions are based on fuel sulfur content of 0.05 percent (500 ppm).

e. Staff estimate based on mass balance. It is assumed that for this project, considering the use of the
ZLD system, all incoming ammonia from the recycled water will be emitted. The emission estimate
assumed 5 ppm ammonia in the incoming recycled water and a maximum hourly incoming rate of
83,333 gallons.

Expected event emission rates during startup and shutdown events are summarized in
AIR QUALITY Table 14.
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Air Quality Table 14
WEC Facility Criteria Pollutant Emission Rates
During Startup and Shutdown

Pollutant Maximum, Ib/hr @ Maximum, Ib/start Annual Avgrage, Ib/hr
NOy (Cold / Hot Start) 119/83 300/114 60
CO (Cold / Hot Start) 129/113 383/160 129
VOC 16 48 /48 16

From Data Adequacy (TID 2002b) Revised Table 8.1A-6R and AFC (TID 2002a) Tables 8.1A-5 and 8.1-17.

Note(s):

a. Estimated based on vendor data provided in AFC Table 8.1A-5. Estimated time is 5 hours for a cold start and 2
hours for a hot start.

b. Revised annual emissions from Data Adequacy Revised Table 8.1A-6R. Estimated startup/shutdown time is 296
hours per year, with an expected downtime of 8 hours per 2-hour hot start-up sequence.

c. Emissions for pollutants not shown here during startups and shutdowns are assumed to be equal to the maximum
hourly emissions during baseload facility operation.

AIR QUALITY Table 15 summarizes the maximum (worst-case) estimated levels of the
different criteria pollutants from the turbine, fire pump engine and cooling tower. To
assess worst-case hourly emissions, the following assumptions were made:
Maximum Hourly Emissions:

For NO,, CO and VOC:

e one turbine is in cold startup mode;

e one turbine is operating at full load; and
e fire pump is tested;
For SOg, PMQ and NHgI

e two turbines operate at full load;

e fire pump is tested; and

e cooling tower operates at maximum output.

Air Quality Table 15
WEC Worst-Case Hourly Emissions

Maximum Hourly, Ib/hr
NOy SO, CO vVOC PMig NH;
Turbines (2) 126.6 2.1 138.3 17.8 14.0 28.1
Fire Pump Engine 3.44 0.1 0.18 0.1 0.06 ---
Cooling Tower --- --- --- 1.29 35°
Total 130.0 2.2 138.4 17.9 15.4 67.3
From Data Adequacy (TID 2002b) Table 8.1-18 and 8.1A-6R, revised.

Note:
a. Staff estimate — see Air Quality Table 14.

AIR QUALITY Table 16 summarizes the maximum (worst-case) estimated levels of the
different criteria pollutants from the turbine, fire pump engine and cooling tower. To
assess worst-case daily emissions, the following assumptions were made:
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Maximum Daily Emissions:
For NOy, CO and VOC:

e each turbine operates in startup mode for a five-hour cold start;

e each turbine operates at full load for 19 hours; and
e fire pump is tested (one-hour).

For SO,, PM;q and NHs:
e each turbine operates at full load for 24 hours;

e fire pump is tested (one-hour); and

e cooling tower operates at maximum output for 24 hours.

Air Quality Table 16
WEC Worst-Case Daily Emissions

Maximum Daily, |b/day
NO, SO, CO VOC PM1g NH;
Turbines (2) 888.6 50.3 1,117.4 165.7 336.0 674.9
Fire Pump Engine 3.4 0.1 0.18 0.1 0.06
Cooling Tower - -- 30.9 83.4°
Total 892.0 50.4 1,117.6 165.8 366.9 758.3

From Data Adequacy (TID 2002b) Table 8.1-18 and 8.1A-6R, revised.

Note:

a. Staff estimate based on mass balance. It is assumed that for this project, considering the use of the ZLD system,
all incoming ammonia from the recycled water will be emitted. The worst-case emission estimate assumed 5 ppm
ammonia (CH2Mhill 2003g, p 2) in the incoming recycled water and a maximum daily incoming rate of 2,000,000
gallons.

Staff’'s cooling tower ammonia emission estimate is based on a mass balance
approach. The applicant has indicated that the ammonia will be bound up in salts or
reacted to release nitrogen (CH2Mhill 2003g, p 2). However, the applicant has not
provided any technical justification for this assumption and in a recent case (Palomar
Energy Project 01-AFC-24) it was assumed by the project applicant that ammonia from
its recycled water source would be stripped from the recirculating cooling tower water.
The Palomar project did not include the use of a ZLD system, so the amount of
ammonia stripped was assumed to be less than 100 percent due to ammonia being
released in the cooling tower water blowdown stream. In this case, the cooling tower
blowdown does not leave the site, so the worst-case emission assumption is that all of
the ammonia that comes into the plant with the recycled water is emitted into the
atmosphere, either from the cooling tower or the ZLD system. Staff has corrected the
ammonia emission calculation based on the applicant’s indication that there was a
typographical error in the AFC water quality table used to determine the incoming
ammonia concentration.

AIR QUALITY Table 17 summarizes the annual estimated levels of the different criteria

pollutants from the turbine, fire pump engine and cooling tower. To assess the annual
emissions, the following assumptions were made:
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Annual Emissions:
For NO,, CO and VOC:

e each turbine operates in startup or shutdown mode for 296 hours per year (annual

average rates);

e each turbine operates at full load for 7,280 hours per year (annual average rates);

and

e fire pump engine operates for 100 hours per year.

For SO, and PM;o_and NHs:

e each turbine operates at full load for 8,760 hours per year;

e fire pump engine operates for 100 hours per year; and

e cooling tower operates at maximum output for 8,760 hours per year.

Air Quality Table 17
WEC Annual Emissions

Maximum Annual, tons/year
NO, SO, CcO VOC PMiq NH3
Turbines (2) ? 70.0 8.7 100 ° 17.4 61.3 116.3
Fire Pump Engine 0.2 0.005 0.009 0.005 0.003
Cooling Tower - --- - --- 5.6 12.2°¢
Total 70.2 8.7 100° 17.4 67.0 128.5

From Data Adequacy (TID 2002b) Table 8.1-18 and 8.1A-6R, revised.
a. Turbines emissions are based on annual average rates provided in Data Adequacy Table 8.1A-6R, revised.

b. Project CO emissions are estimated to be 101.7 tons/year, however the Applicant will limit CO emissions to less
than 100 tons per year. Compliance will be achieved by one or more of the following methods (CH2MHill 2003c,
DRR #16): (1) over compliance with the 4.0 ppm CO emissions limit, (2) over compliance with the proposed CO
startup emission rates, (3) operation at less than full load for some fraction of the year, and/or (4) operation for
slightly less than the maximum permitted number of operating hours.
c. Staff estimate based on mass balance. It is assumed that for this project, considering the use of the ZLD
system, all incoming ammonia from the recycled water will be emitted. The emission estimate assumed 5 ppm
ammonia in the incoming recycled water and a maximum annual incoming rate of 1800 acre-feet.

The proposed WEC project is considered by the District to be a modification to the
existing Walnut Peaking Power Plant (WPPP), which is located on an adjacent property
to the west of the WEC project site. The District assumes this to be the case because
the two facilities are on adjacent properties owned by the same entity. This assumption
is used for determination of New Source Review requirements, in particular offset
requirements as later described in the impacts mitigation section. The total combined
emissions from the existing WPPP and the WEC are summarized in AIR QUALITY

Table 18.
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Air Quality Table 18
Total Annual Emissions

Maximum Annual, tons/year
NOy SO, CO VOC PMyq NH3
Walnut Peaking PP 475 15.8 100 13.2 7.0° ---
Walnut Energy Center 70.2 8.7 100 17.4 67.0 128.5
Total 117.7 24.5 200 30.5 74.0 128.5

From Data Adequacy (TID 2002b) Table 8.1-28, page 8.1-60, Table 8.1A-6R (details), and PDOC (SJVAPCD 2003a)
for Walnut Peaking Power Plant VOC emissions, page 24.

Note(s):

NA = Not Available

a. Walnut Peaking Power Plant emissions, except for PM, (originally 35,080 Ib/yr or 17.54 tons/yr), are based on
District permit evaluation data and 877 hours per year of operation for each turbine. PM, offset requirements will be
fully met by limiting the two existing peaker turbines to 8 Ib/hr PM;, and 877 hours/year of operation (877 hr/yr x 2
turbines x 8 Ib/hr PM;o = 14,032 Ib/yr or 7.02 tons/yr).

INITIAL COMMISSIONING

The initial commissioning of a power plant refers to the time frame between the
completion of the construction and the reliable production of electricity for sale on the
market. For most power plants, operating emission limits usually do not apply during
the initial commissioning procedures.

Commissioning activities for the WEC CTG/HRSGs are expected to last approximately
300 hours per turbine. As a possible worst case, commissioning activities are assumed
to occur with one turbine being commissioned while the other turbine operates at full
load and maximum permitted emission rates (CH2MHill 2003e, DRR #18). Prior to
commissioning the CTG/HRSGs, continuous emissions monitoring (CEM) systems
would be installed and operating, however they will not be certified (CH2MHIill 2003e,
DRR #17), to measure criteria pollutants during commissioning.

The range of commissioning tests for each CTG/HRSG at the WEC includes the
following: 1) full speed no load tests; 2) partial (50 percent) load test; 3) full load test
with no SCR,; 4) full load test with partial SCR; 5) full load test with full SCR; and 6) hot
startup testing. The applicant has estimated the initial commissioning emissions in AIR
QUALITY Table 19.

AIR QUALITY Table 19
Turbine/HRSG Commissioning Emissions

Comg;jﬁ;gg'”g gﬁgt";‘gr?ﬂ Fuel Use ° NO, co VvOC | PMy | SO,

(per CTG/HRSG) (Hours) (MMBtu/h, Hourly Emissions, Ib/hr
HHV)
Full Speed, 72 300 108.82 180.0 17.0 7.0 0.30
No Load Test
50 percent Load 144 620 56.23 210.0 16.0 7.0 0.62
Test
Full Load Test, 48 944.7 51.40 20.87 1.67 7.0 0.94
No SCR
Full Load Test, 24 944.7 29.13 8.34 1.67 7.0 0.94
Partial SCR
Full Load Test, 288 944.7 6.85 8.34 1.67 7.0 0.94
Full SCR
Hot Starts 6 83.00 113.0 16.0 7.0 1.05
Total 1,164 43,138 94,965 8,452 8,148 915
(2 CTG/HRSGS)
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From Data Response, Set 1D (WEC 2003b) DRR #17, Attachment AQ-17.

Note(s):

a. Maximum operating hours assume turbines operate 24 hours per day during all commissioning days.

b. Fuel Use: No load test based on 20 percent load operation; 50 percent load test based on 50 percent fuel
use for a 7EA CTG at 32°F, Full load test based on baseload fuel use for a 7EA CTG at 32°F.

Although Table 20 would suggest that the period of time (1,164 hours) of initial
commissioning would seem long, that figure represents the hours for both turbines.
Each turbine was estimated to operate approximately 582 hours under initial
commissioning; 288 hours of that time would be fully abated with control technology.
Unabated emissions would be on the order of about 300 hours per turbine.

PROJECT IMPACTS

MODELING APPROACH

The applicant performed an air dispersion modeling analysis to evaluate the project’s
potential impacts on the existing ambient air pollutant levels, both during construction
and operation. An air dispersion modeling analysis usually starts with a conservative
screening level analysis. Screening models use very conservative assumptions,
including meteorological conditions that may or may not actually occur in the area. The
impacts calculated by screening models, therefore, can be double or more than the
actual or expected impacts. If the screening level impacts are significant, refined
modeling analysis is performed. A major difference in the refined modeling is that hour-
by-hour meteorological data collected in the vicinity of the project site is used.

The applicant has used the U.S. EPA’s Industrial Source Complex (ISC), Short-Term
Model (ISCST3, Version 02035), to estimate the impacts of the project’'s NOx, PMjo, CO
and SOyx emissions resulting from project construction and operation. The ISC model is
a steady-state Gaussian plume model, appropriate for regulatory use, used to assess
pollution concentrations from a wide variety of emission sources.

The applicant has used the SCREEN3 model to determine worst-case one-hour NOo,
CO and SO, impacts under fumigation conditions. The SCREENS3 model is a steady-
state Gaussian plume model, appropriate for the screening level modeling of single
point sources to assess worst-case impacts.

For one-hour average construction and operating NOx modeling (turbine startup, turbine
commissioning, and emergency diesel engine operation), the Applicant provided a
refined modeling analysis using the ozone limiting method (OLM) model (ISC3_OLM,
Version 96113). This method calculates the maximum NO to NO, conversion rate,
using ozone concentration files to determine maximum one-hour NO, concentrations,
assuming that 10 percent of the tailpipe NOy is NO, and that there is a 100 percent
conversion of NO to NO, through a chemical reaction with the ozone. This method is
somewhat conservative in that it does not consider mixing or ozone consumption
limitations in determining maximum NO, concentrations. This modeling method is
accepted by the USEPA and CARB for one-hour NO, modeling. The AFC incorrectly
notes that according to guidance by SJVAPCD, concurrent ozone data collected at
Turlock Minaret Street monitoring station were used for the analysis (TID 2002a, page
8.1-50); however, Modesto 14" Street ozone data was actually used by the applicant.
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Due to the proximity of the two stations, the similarity in the ozone data for these two
stations, and the fact that the meteorological data used was from Modesto, staff
considers the use of the Modesto ozone data acceptable.

A description of the applicant’'s modeling analyses is provided in Section 8.1.5.1.2 of the
AFC (TID 2002a, pages 8.1-41 to 54), the Appendices (TID 2002a, Appendix 8.1B -
Modeling Analysis and Appendix 8.1D - Construction Phase Impacts), and in the revised
construction phase impacts analysis (CH2MHIill 2003i). The applicant utilized hourly
meteorological data collected at the Modesto Airport, for the year 1999, as
recommended by the SJVAPCD (TID 2002a, page 8.1-43).

Staff remodeled construction impacts using the ISCST3 model (Version 02035) and a
simplified ozone limiting method.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

The following section discusses the project’s short-term direct construction ambient air
guality impacts, as estimated by the applicant and separately estimated by staff.

Applicant Construction Impact Analysis

The applicant recalculated and remodeled the emissions of the WEC onsite
construction activities based on questions and comments from staff (CH2MHill 2003i).
This analysis replaces the analysis provided in the AFC and the modeling was
completed using the ISCST3 (Version 02035) model. The windblown dust emissions
were modeled as single area sources that covered the total area of the construction
site. The exhaust and fugitive dust emissions were modeled as a single volume, using
two separate methods to determine the width of the volume source. The first used the
width of the entire site plan for the width calculation and the second used the width of
the project site area containing the two gas turbines for the width calculation. The final
volume source dimensions were calculated using the USEPA method for determining
single volume source size for representing roadway emissions (USEPA 1995). To
determine the construction impacts on short-term ambient standards (i.e. 1-hour
through 24 hours), the worst-case daily onsite construction emission levels shown in
AIR QUALITY Table 10 were used. For pollutants with annual average ambient
standards, the annual onsite emissions levels shown in AIR QUALITY Table 11 were
used. Modeling assumed that all of the equipment would operate from 6 am to 6 pm
daily, five days per week (CH2MHill 2003i). The applicant has determined that noisy
construction, however, will be scheduled later in the day to avoid early morning
meteorological conditions, thereby lowering emission impacts (CH2MHIill 2003e, DRR
#19). The applicant notes that additional hours for construction may be necessary to
make up schedule deficiencies, or to complete critical construction activities (TID 2002a,
page 2-18 to 19). AIR QUALITY Table 20 provides the results of this modeling
analysis, and the values for the more conservative smaller volume source modeling
approach are shown in the table.
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AIR QUALITY Table 20

WEC Ambient Air Quality Impact
Applicant Construction ISC Modeling Results

Pollutant | Averaging | Project | Background Total Limiting Type of Percent
Period Impact (pg/m3) b Impact Standard | Standard of
(ng/m?) (ng/m®) (ng/m?) Standard
NO,? one-hour 255 180 435 470 CAAQS 93
Annual 19.0 34.0 53.0 100 NAAQS 53
24-Hour 68 148 216 50 CAAQS 432
PMio Afit?]rx:tli .| 8o 39 47.9 20 CAAQS 240
(6{0) one-hour 550 5,730 6,280 23,000 CAAQS 27
eight-hour 185 4,046 4,231 10,000 CAAQS 42
one-hour 0.85 47.2 48.1 655 CAAQS 7
SO, three-hour 0.66 41.6 42.3 1,300 NAAQS 3
24-Hour 0.17 23.5 23.7 105 CAAQS 23
Annual 0.03 5.2 5.2 80 NAAQS 7

From “Revisions to Construction Phase Impacts Analysis” (CH2MHill 2003i), Table 8.1D-4 and modeling file TURL_21.out.

Note(s):

a. one-hour NOy value was modeled using OLM_ISC. The annual value is multiplied by the Annual NO, Ratio Method (ARM)
EPA default value of 0.75.
b. Background values have been adjusted per staff recommended background concentrations shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9.

As can be seen from the modeling results provided in AIR QUALITY Table 20, the
construction PMjo (24-hour and annual) impacts exceed the ambient air quality
standards and are, therefore, potentially significant. The applicant’s construction
modeling analysis indicates that the maximum NOy, CO and SO, impacts will remain

below the CAAQS and NAAQS

The applicant’s results (CH2MHill 2003i, modeling file TURL_21.out) show that less

than 10 percent of the maximum modeled 24-hour PM;, concentrations from

construction activities are due to exhaust from construction equipment, with the other 90
percent due to fugitive dust from construction activities. On an annual average basis,
the exhaust contribution is about 19 percent of the maximum annual PM;o impact.

The potential ambient air quality impacts associated with the construction of the natural
gas pipeline, recycled water pipeline and the transmission line interconnects are
expected to be minimal, since construction would occur for a short duration, require
minimal equipment, and would generally occur along public roads and utility right-of-
ways over a large geographical area (TID 2002a, Appendix 8.1D, Section 8.1D.5.4).
Therefore, these activities were not included in the applicant’s construction impact
modeling analysis.

The applicant’s revised construction phase impacts analysis (CH2MHill 2003i) appears
to answer staff’'s concerns regarding the applicant’s original construction modeling
emissions analysis, noted in the Air Quality Section of the PSA (CEC 2003). Therefore,
staff has not included in this FSA the Staff Construction Impacts Analysis that was
included in the PSA.

August, 2003

4.1-35

AIR QUALITY




OPERATION IMPACTS

The following section discusses the project’s direct ambient air quality impacts, as
estimated by the applicant, and evaluated by staff. The applicant performed direct
impact modeling analyses, including operations, fumigation, startup, and commissioning
impact modeling.

Operational Modeling Analysis

A refined modeling analysis was performed to identify off-site criteria pollutant impacts
from operational emissions of the proposed project. The impact modeling analysis
included both maximum operating and startup/shutdown scenarios to determine
maximum short-term and annual emission impacts. Turbine emission rates were
calculated from equipment vendor estimates for six load conditions:

e case 1) Hot Base - 97°F ambient temperature, 100 percent load, with evaporative
inlet cooling;

e case 2) Hot 50 - 97°F, 50 percent load, no evaporative inlet cooling;

e case 3) Avg Base - 61°F, 100 percent load, with evaporative inlet cooling;

e case 4) Avg 50 - 61°F, 50 percent load, no evaporative inlet cooling;

e case 5) Cold Base - 32°F, 100 percent load, no evaporative inlet cooling; and

e case 6) Cold 50 — 32°F, 50 percent load, no evaporative inlet cooling.
Fire pump operation will be restricted to 100 hours per year.

The ISCST3 model (Version 02035) was used for the refined modeling analysis. One-
hour NO, impacts were modeled using ISC3_OLM model (Version 96113). For this
refined modeling analysis, the Applicant conducted a Good Engineering Practice (GEP)
stack height analysis using the Building Profile Input Program (BPIP) Version 98086,
and downwash effects were modeled for the facility using the ISCST3 model. One year
of meteorological data (1999) from Modesto Airport was used in the modeling analysis.

The applicant’s predicted maximum concentrations of the non-reactive pollutants are
summarized in AIR QUALITY Table 21.
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Air Quality Table 21

WEC Ambient Air Quality Impact
Applicant Operational Impact ISC Modeling Results

Pollutant | Averaging| Project [Background Total Limiting Type of Percent
Period Impact (pg/m3) f Impact Standard | Standard of
(ng/m? (ng/m®) (ng/m? Standard
NO, one-hour 8.26 ° 157 165.3 470 CAAQS 35
Annual 0.60° 34.0 34.6 100 NAAQS 35
PMy, 24-Hour 2.03° 148 150.0 50 CAAQS 300
Annual 0.27 39 39.3 20 CAAQS 197
co° one-hour 10.1 5,730 5,740 23,000 CAAQS 25
eight-hour 3.16 4,046 4,049 10,000 CAAQS 40
one-hour 1.13 47.2 48.3 655 CAAQS 7
SO,*  [Tthree-hour | 0.50 41.6 42.1 1,300 NAAQS 3
24-Hour 0.18 23.5 23.7 105 CAAQS 23
Annual 0.02 5.2 5.2 80 NAAQS 7
From Data Response, Set 2A (CH2MHill 2003h) Attachment AQ-109, Tables 8.1-24 and 8.1B-9, revised 4/8/03.
Note(s):

a. Does not include worst-case fire pump impacts. Worst-case one-hour NO, impacts from the fire pump, which will be operated for
testing purposes only one hour per week, using ISC_OLM with concurrent ozone data from Modesto 14" Street monitoring station
would be 258.3 pg/m°.

b. Modeled annual NOy corrected to NO, using ARM default value of 0.75.

c. Worst-case one-hour and eight-hour CO impacts from the fire pump during normal testing operations would be 112.6 ug/m3 and
14.1 pg/m?, respectively.

d. Worst-case one-hour, three-hour, and 24-hour SO, impacts from the fire pump during normal testing operations would be 62.6
pg/m®, 20.9 pg/m®, and 2.6 pg/m?®, respectively.

e. Worst-case 24-hour PM;, impacts from the fire pump during normal testing operations would 1.6 pg/ms.

f. Background values have been adjusted per staff recommended background concentrations shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9.

The applicant’'s modeling results indicate that the project’s normal operational impacts
would not create violations of NO,, SO, or CO standards, but could further exacerbate
violations of the PM; standards. In light of the existing PM; non-attainment status for
the project site area, staff considers the modeled impacts to be significant and,
therefore, require mitigation.

Fumigation Modeling Impact Analysis

There is the potential that higher short-term concentrations may occur during fumigation
conditions. During the early morning hours before sunrise, the air is usually very stable.
During such stable meteorological conditions, emissions from elevated stacks rise
through this stable layer and are dispersed. When the sun first rises, the air at ground
level is heated, resulting in a vertical (both rising and sinking air) mixing of air for a few
hundred feet or so. Emissions from a stack that enter this vertically mixed layer of air
will also be vertically mixed, bringing some of those emissions down to the ground level.
Later in the day, as the sun continues to heat the ground, this vertical mixing layer
becomes higher and higher, and the emissions plume becomes better dispersed. The
early morning pollution event, called fumigation, usually lasts approximately 30 to 90
minutes.

Fumigation conditions are generally only compared to one-hour standards. The
applicant analyzed the maximum one-hour, three-hour, and eight-hour air quality
impacts under fumigation conditions from the project turbines, and fire pump using the
SCREEN3 model. The results of the analysis, as shown in AIR QUALITY Table 22,
indicate that the fumigation impacts would not exceed applicable one-hour AAQS.
4.1-37
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Air Quality Table 22
Maximum WEC Fumigation Impacts, (ug/m?)

Pollutant | Averaging| Project |Background Total Limiting Type of Percent
Period Impact (ug/ms) ¢ Impact Standard | Standard of
(ng/m? (ng/m?) (ng/m? Standard
NO, one-hour 3.24° 157 160.2 470 CAAQS 34
CO one-hour 3.95° 5,730 5,734 23,000 CAAQS 25
eight-hour 2.43° 4,046 4,048 10,000 CAAQS 40
one-hour 0.44° 47.2 47.6 655 CAAQS 7
SO, three-hour 0.37° 41.6 42.0 1,300 NAAQS 3
From AFC (TID 2002a) Appendix 8.1-B, Table 8.1B-7.
Note(s):

a. Inversion fumigation maxima from Case 6 - Cold 50.
b. Inversion fumigation maxima from Case 4 — Avg 50.
c. Background values have been adjusted per staff recommended background concentrations shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9.

Maximum fumigation impacts for the turbines were predicted to occur about 9 km from
the facility. No fumigation was predicted to occur for the fire pump exhaust due to its
short stack. The impacts under fumigation conditions are expected to be lower than the
maximum concentrations calculated by ISC under downwash conditions.

Startup Modeling Impact Analysis

The applicant modeled facility impacts during the startup of one turbine to evaluate
short-term impacts under startup conditions. The second turbine was assumed to be
operating under normal maximum controlled emission conditions for this modeling
analysis. Emissions rates for this scenario were based on available data provided by
the turbine manufacturer (TID 2002a, page 8.1-49). Exhaust parameters for the
minimum operating load point (50 percent) were used to characterize turbine exhaust
during startup, and maximum one-hour NOx and CO emissions rates of 119 Ibs/hr and
129 Ibs/hr were used, respectively. Startup impacts were evaluated for the one-hour
averaging period using ISCST3, and used ISC3_OLM for the one-hour NO, impacts.
The results of the startup emissions modeling analysis are shown in AIR QUALITY
Table 23.

Air Quality Table 23
WEC Ambient Air Quality Impact
Applicant Turbine Startup Worst-Case Short-Term Engine Impact ISC Modeling

Pollutant | Averaging | Project | Background Total Limiting Type of Percent
Period Impact (ng/m3)°® Impact | Standard | Standard of
(ng/m® (ng/m®) (ng/m® Standard
NO,* one-hour 89.3 180 269.3 470 CAAQS 57
CO one-hour 119.6 5,730 5,850 23,000 CAAQS 25
From (Sierra 2003b).
Note(s):

a. Maximum one-hour turbine commissioning concentrations with ISC3_OLM modeling.
b. Background values have been adjusted per staff recommended background concentrations shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9.

The NO, modeling assumed an emission rate of 119 lbs/hour with only one turbine in
start up mode. However, it is possible that two turbines could start at the same time,
and while the applicant has indicated that they would be willing to have a condition
limiting one turbine in startup mode at a time ((CH2Mhill 2003g), there are currently no
District conditions limiting the facility to one turbine startup at any given time (SJVAPCD
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2003b). Additionally, staff believes the initial NO,/NOy ratio used in the model should be
higher than the default model value of 0.10. The NO,/NOy ratio has been found to
increase as the overall NOy concentration decreases, and a more emission source
specific initial NO,/NOy ratio can be estimated to be approximately 0.25 under startup or
commissioning periods that create NOy emission concentrations of approximately 30 to
50 ppm (Hung 2001). Therefore, the worst-case one-hour NO, impacts would be
expected to be somewhat higher than that shown in Table 23. However, the worst-case
emissions would not cause an exceedance of the one-hour NO; standard, even without
using ISC3_OLM modeling. Therefore, the modeling results indicate that the startup
emissions do not have the potential to cause significant ambient air quality impacts, and
no additional condition limiting startup to one turbine at a time is necessary.

Commissioning Modeling Impact Analysis

There are two high-emissions scenarios possible during commissioning. The first would
be when the combustor is being tuned prior to the installation of the SCR system and
oxidation catalyst. NOyx and CO emissions would be high because the emissions control
systems would not be functioning and because the combustor would not be tuned for
optimum performance. The second high-emissions scenario for CO and NOx would
occur after the combustor had been tuned, but before completing the installation of the
SCR system, when other parts of the turbine operating system are being checked out.
This is likely to occur under transient conditions, characterized by minimum load
operation (TID 2002a, page 8.1-49).

The applicant estimated NO, and CO emissions during commissioning to be equivalent
to peak instantaneous startup emission rates (175 Ib/hr for NOx and 210 Ib/hr for CO).
The exhaust parameters for the minimum operating load point (50 percent) were used
to characterize turbine exhaust during commissioning. The applicant modeled the
commissioning impacts using ISCST3, assuming one turbine would be commissioned at
a time under high emission conditions, and the second turbine was assumed to be
operating under maximum normal controlled emission conditions. The results of the
commissioning emissions modeling analysis are shown in AIR QUALITY Table 24.

Air Quality Table 24
WEC Ambient Air Quality Impact
Applicant Commissioning Worst-Case Short-Term Engine Impact ISC Modeling

Pollutant | Averaging | Project | Background Total Limiting Type of Percent
Period Impact (ug/ms) b Impact Standard | Standard of

(ng/m? (ng/m?) (ng/m? Standard
NO,*® one-hour 108.7 180 288.7 470 CAAQS 61
CoO one-hour 191.8 5,730 5,922 23,000 CAAQS 26

From (Sierra 2003b).

Note(s):

a. Maximum one-hour turbine commissioning concentrations with ISC3_OLM modeling.

b. Background values have been adjusted per staff recommended background concentrations shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9.

The NO, modeling assumed an emission rate of 175 Ibs/hour with only one turbine
operating in an uncontrolled high emissions mode. This emission rate is higher than the
108.8 Ibs/hour value shown in AIR Quality Table 19, which is also the limit given in the
FDOC (condition AQ-70). However, the maximum emissions limit contained in the
district’'s Final Determination of Compliance (FDOC) for commissioning (for two
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turbines) is 227.8 Ib/hr (condition AQ-71), so the worst-case one-hour NO, impacts
could be somewhat higher than that shown in Table 24. Also, as noted previously, staff
believes that the initial NO2/NOy ratio for turbines should be higher than 0.10. However,
the worst-case emissions would not cause an exceedance of the one-hour NO,
standard, even without using ISC3_OLM modeling. Therefore, the modeling results
indicate that the commissioning emissions do not have the potential to cause significant
ambient air quality impacts.

Secondary Pollutant Impacts

The project’s gaseous emissions of NOy, SO,, VOC and ammonia can contribute to the
formation of secondary pollutants, ozone and PMj,. There are air dispersion models
that can be used to quantify ozone impacts, but they are used for regional planning
efforts where hundreds or even thousands of sources are input into the modeling to
determine ozone impacts. No regulatory agency models are approved for assessing
single source ozone impacts. However, because of the known relationship of NOx and
VOC emissions to ozone formation, it can be said that the emissions of NO, and VOC
from the WEC do have the potential (if left unmitigated) to contribute to higher ozone
levels in the region.

Secondary PMjo formation is the process of conversion from gaseous reactants to
particulate products. The process of gas-to-particulate conversion is complex and
depends on many factors, including local humidity and the presence of other
compounds. Currently, there are no agency (U.S. EPA or CARB) recommended
models or procedures for estimating nitrate or sulfate formation. Nitrogen oxides first
react to form nitric acid, which then reacts reversibly with ammonia to form ammonium
nitrate. Sulfur oxides first react to form sulfuric acid, which then react irreversibly to
form ammonium bisulfate and ammonium sulfate. Because of the known relationship of
NOy and SO, emissions to secondary PM; formation, these emissions, if left
unmitigated, will to contribute to higher PMyq levels in the region.

The ammonia emissions from the project would come from the SCR system, which
controls the NOy emissions, as unreacted ammonia, or “ammonia slip,” that remains in
the exhaust after passing through the SCR catalyst system; and from the cooling tower
exhaust due to the ammonia in the reclaimed water used in the cooling tower. The San
Joaquin Valley, as a result of agricultural ammonia emissions, is noted to be ammonia
rich, meaning that ammonia is not the limiting reactant for secondary PM;, formation
(i.e. the emission inventory indicates that there is more ammonia available in the
ambient air than the acid gas reactants, such as nitric acid from NOx and sulfuric acid
from SOy needed to react with ammonia to form secondary particulate. Research
(Watson 1998) has shown that in an ammonia rich area, a reduction of 50 percent
ammonia will reduce 15 percent of fine particulate matter, equivalent to a 30 percent
conversion rate for ammonia. Thus, if WEC maintains an emission rate of 675 Ibs/day
of ammonia (based on the applicant’s proposed 10 ppm ammonia slip level) the
equivalent secondary particulate (nitrates and sulfates) could be in the range of 900 to
1,600 Ibs/day. This amount of secondary particulate is approximately two to four times
as large as the project’s proposed particulate matter emissions, and this does not
include the additional ammonia emissions potential from the cooling tower.
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Additionally, the higher the ammonia slip, the more likely there will be the formation of
ammonium sulfates in the flue gas prior to exhaust. The ammonium sulfate will
contribute to the PM1o emissions in the exhaust, and ammonium bisulfate can deposit
and cause reduced SCR performance (i.e. catalyst blinding). The negative effects of
ammonium bisulfate formation are greatly lessened by the use of natural gas with its
inherently low sulfur concentrations, but may still be a minor issue due to the project’s
relatively low exhaust temperatures. Therefore, controlling the ammonia slip will
potentially lessen the particulate emissions from the stack and lower the potential for
ammonium bisulfate catalyst blinding.

The applicant is proposing to mitigate the project’'s NOy and VOC emissions through the
use of emission offsets. The NOy and VOC offsets, even considering the District’s
offset thresholds and exempt emission sources, would be provided at greater than a 1:1
ratio. The applicant is not currently proposing to mitigate the project’'s SO, emissions.
Staff believes that all nonattainment pollutants and their precursors should be offset at a
minimum 1:1 ratio so that the project does not worsen existing violations of ambient air
quality standards. PMg is a serious nonattainment pollutant within the San Joaquin
Valley Air Basin. Therefore, staff recommends that SO, offsets be required at a 1:1
ratio to mitigate the project’s secondary particulate formation potential.

With the recommended additional SO, offsets and the 5 ppm ammonia emission limits,
as discussed later in the staff's adequacy of proposed mitigation section, it is staff's
belief that the project will not cause significant secondary pollutant impacts.

Odor Assessment

No odor impact is anticipated from the operation of the main power facilities, as no
significant emissions of odorous compounds would result from the gas turbines, cooling
tower, natural gas compressors, or emergency equipment exhausts under normal
operations. The odor threshold for ammonia is approximately 5 to 10 ppm, and the
stack emissions of ammonia for the gas turbine exhaust is recommended to be limited
to 5 ppm on a 24-hour basis. The ammonia emissions from the cooling tower would be
well below 5 ppm at the point of exhaust. There is the potential for somewhat higher
short-term ammonia emission concentrations (i.e. concentration spikes), particularly
during startup, shutdown or during load swings. However, regardless of whether the
maximum HRSG ammonia concentration is limited to 5 ppm or 10 ppm, due to
dispersion the maximum ammonia concentrations at ground level would be well below
the odor threshold. Please see the HAZARDOUS MATERIAL MANAGEMENT section
for further discussion of the consequence analysis of ammonia storage and handling
accidents.

MITIGATION

Construction Mitigation

As described in the applicable LORS section, District Regulation VIII (i.e. Series 8000)
limits fugitive dust during the construction phase of a project. Staff recommends that
construction emission impacts be mitigated to the greatest feasible extent including all
feasible measures from the LORS, as well as other measures considered necessary by
staff to fully mitigate the construction emissions.
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Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation

The applicant proposes to implement the following measures to reduce emissions
during construction activities (TID 2002a, Appendix 8.1D). The applicant's PMsg
emissions estimates in AIR QUALITY Tables 10 to 12 and construction modeling
results in AIR QUALITY Table 20 assume the use of these emission control measures.

To control exhaust emissions from heavy diesel construction equipment:

e limit engine idling time and shutdown equipment when not in use (a specific time
limit was not provided);

e perform regular preventative maintenance to reduce engine problems;

e use CARB low-sulfur and low aromatic fuel for all heavy construction equipment; and

e use low-emitting diesel engines meeting EPA emission standards for construction
equipment, if available.

To control fugitive dust emissions:

e use water application or chemical dust suppressant on unpaved travel surfaces and
unpaved parking areas;

e use vacuum sweeping or water flushing on paved travel surfaces and parking areas;

e require all trucks hauling loose material to cover the contents or maintain a minimum
of two feet of freeboard;

e limit traffic speed on unpaved roads to 25 miles-per-hour (mph);
e install sandbags or other erosion control measures;
e re-plant vegetation in disturbed areas as soon as possible;

e use gravel pads and wheel washers or wash truck tires leaving the construction site
as needed; and

e use wind breaks and/or water or chemical dust suppressant to control wind erosion
from disturbed areas.

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

The applicant’s revised PM;o emission estimate assumes a very aggressive control
efficiency factor for fugitive dust (89 to 92 percent) from unpaved roads, which staff
believes to be potentially overly optimistic. However, even if the emission and modeling
analyses performed by the applicant were assumed to be reasonably accurate, the
modeling analysis shows that the mitigated construction PM;, impacts are predicted to
be potentially significant. Therefore, the applicant’'s proposed mitigation is not
considered adequate.

The maximum 24-hour PM;o impacts occur along the southeast and northwest fence
line of the proposed project site and decrease rapidly with distance from the proposed
project site. The direction of maximum impact corresponds to the prevalent wind
directions (i.e. up valley and down valley). The maximum residential 24-hour PM1g
construction impact concentration, considering the twelve hour per day construction
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schedule, was determined to be approximately 23 ug/m*® (CH2MHill 2003i, modeling file
PTURL_21.dat).

Staff believes that additional construction mitigation measures are needed to mitigate
the potentially significant construction PM;o impacts.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

Staff recommends construction PMjo and NOy emission mitigation measures that
include some of the mitigation measures proposed by the applicant, and several
additional construction PM3o emission mitigation measures and compliance assurance
measures in Conditions of Certification AQ-C1 through AQ-C4.

Staff recommends AQ-CL1 to require the applicant to have an on-site construction
mitigation manager who will be responsible for the implementation and compliance of
the construction mitigation program. The documentation of the ongoing implementation
and compliance with the construction mitigation program would be provided in the
monthly construction compliance report that is required in staff’'s recommended
Condition of Certification AQ-C2.

Staff recommends fugitive dust and diesel engine mitigation measures be provided in
Condition of Certification AQ-C3. AQ-C3 includes revisions to, or additions to, the
construction emission mitigation measures proposed by the applicant; including the
following:

e use of gravel in high traffic areas and the construction laydown area,;
e covering and treatment of soil stockpiles;

e use of paved access aprons;

e limit traffic speed to 10 mph;

e suspension of all earth moving activities under windy (i.e. sustained winds >25 mph)
conditions;

e restrict idle time, to the extent practical, to no more than 10 minutes;
e incorporation of SJVAPCD fugitive dust regulation requirements;
e use of ultra-low sulfur content diesel fuel,

e use of diesel engines that meet EPA Tier | EPA certified standards, or better, for off-
road equipment; and

e use of catalyzed particulate filters (soot filters) on diesel engines, greater than 50 hp,
that do not have Tier 1 standards (50 to 175 hp) and that do not meet Tier Il
particulate standards.

Staff recommends Condition of Certification AQ-C4 to limit visible emissions from

construction activities at the construction sites, and limit the project related construction
visible emissions from occurring within 100 feet of occupied structures.
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Due to the worst-case PM;o impacts identified for project construction and the existing
PM1o nonattainment status in the project site area, staff has recommended requiring all
feasible construction emission mitigation measures. Based on the relatively short-term
nature of the worst-case construction impacts (occurring during the initial site
preparation activities that are scheduled to last only one month), and staff's
recommendation of requiring all feasible construction emission mitigation measures;
staff believes that the construction air quality impacts will be less than significant with
the implementation of the mitigation measures contained in the recommended
Conditions of Certification.

It was previously contended by the applicant in the San Joaquin Valley Energy Center
case that staff’s fugitive dust requirements are unnecessary in the San Joaquin Valley
considering the District’s fugitive dust rules and regulations, which are incorporated as
Conditions of Certification AQ-105 through AQ-111. However, the Energy Commission
is the lead agency under CEQA for this project and, in that capacity, has the
responsibility to ensure that significant impacts are mitigated to a level below
significance. The District’s rules cited in Conditions of Certification AQ-105 through AQ-
111 do not require construction exhaust controls, and other dust control measures
recommended by staff. Staff contends that its more stringent mitigation measures are
necessary in the San Joaquin Valley based on this air basin’s poor ambient air quality,
and the high impacts identified at the sensitive receptor locations that will be affected by
this specific project. The San Joaquin Valley is one of only a few areas in the country
classified as a serious PMo nonattainment area. Therefore, it is necessary to
implement all feasible PM;o emission mitigation measures for projects within the San
Joaquin Valley in order to lessen, to the greatest extent possible, construction-related
impacts that would only worsen the unhealthful air quality surrounding the project site.

Operations Mitigation

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation

Emission Controls

As discussed in the project description section, the applicant proposes to employ dry
low NOy (DLN) combustors, SCR with ammonia injection, an oxidation catalyst, inlet
fogging, and operate exclusively on pipeline quality natural gas to limit turbine emission
levels. The AFC (TID 2002a, Table 8.1-15 and Table 8.1A-1), Data Adequacy
Supplement (TID 2002b, Table 8.1A-6R, revised 12/12/02), and Data Response, Set 1B
(CH2MHill 2003c, DRR #20) provide the following BACT emission limits for each CTG.

e NO,. Emissions - 2.0 (parts per million by volume — dry) ppmvd at 15 percent O,
(one-hour average, excluding startup/shutdown) and 7.59 Ib/hr, with up to 10
hours per year of excursions at a level of 25 ppmvd at 15 percent O,

e NO,. Emissions - 2.0 ppmvd at 15 percent O, (annual average, excluding
startup/shutdown)

e CO: Emissions -4.0 ppmvd at 15 percent O, (3-hr rolling average, excluding
startup/shutdown) and 9.25 Ib/hr

e VOC: Emissions — 1.4 ppmvd at actual stack O, concentrations and 1.84 Ib/hr
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PMjo:

SOzi
NHa:

Emissions — 7.00 Ib/hr
Emissions — 1.05 Ib/hr with fuel sulfur content of 0.36 grains/100 scf

Emissions - 10 ppmvd at 15 percent O, (one-hour rolling average) and 14.06
Ib/hr

For the cooling tower, the applicant has proposed a high efficiency drift eliminator to
reduce the PMyo emissions from the cooling tower. The drift rate for the drift eliminator
will be limited to 0.0005 percent.

Additionally, the diesel fire pump must meet SIVAPCD BACT requirements. The AFC
(TID 2002a, page 8.1-60 and Table 8.1A-3) provides the following emissions control
technology, or emission limits, or estimated emission rates:

Diesel Emergency IC Engines Driving Fire Pumps

NOy:
NO,:
CO:

VOC:
PMjg:

SO,
SOq:

Emissions — 3.44 Ib/hr

Turbocharged, timing retarded engine achieving 5.2 g/hp-hr at full load
Emissions — 0.18 Ib/hr

Emissions — 0.10 Ib/hr

Emissions — 0.06 Ib/hr, and 0.1 g/hp-hr

Emissions — 0.10 Ib/hr

Diesel fuel sulfur content limited to 0.05 percent sulfur by weight.

Emission Offsets

District Rule 2201 requires that the applicant provide emission offsets, in the form of
banked ERCs, for the project’s emissions of NOy, VOC and PMy,. The WEC is located
adjacent to the existing Walnut Peaking Power Plant (WPPP). Therefore, under District
rules the facility emissions and the WPPP emissions must be combined for comparison
to the emissions offset thresholds. AIR QUALITY Table 25 shows the District’s
summary of the emission liabilities that need to be offset under Rule 2201 requirements.
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AIR QUALITY Table 25
WEC District Offset Calculations (Ib/year)

Offsets Triggered? NO, VOC PMyo SO, co’
WPPP Emissions ? 89,454 26,310 14,032 28,712 199,746
WEC Emissions " 140,000 34,808 199,982

Total 230,982 61,218 148,020 46,081 399,999
Offset Threshold 20,000 20,000 29,200 54,750 200,000
Offsets Triggered? Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Offset Calculations
WEC Emissions ° 140,000 34,808 133,900 17,344 199,982
WPPP Net Reduction ° -21,048°
District Offset Liability 140,000 34,808 112,858 0 0°
Applicants Offset Proposal 140,000 34,808 112,858

From SJVAPCD 2003c, pgs. 17, 18 and 25 through 30.

Note(s):

a. Walnut Peaking Power Plant emissions, except for PMy, (originally 17,540 Ib/yr), are based on District permit
evaluation data and 877 hours per year of operation for each turbine. The emissions from the WPPP emergency
generator are not included in these totals. Please note that the District's WPPP emission calculations do not exactly
match those performed by the applicant or staff.

b. Please note that the District's WEC emission calculations do not exactly match the emission calculations performed
by the applicant and shown in Air Quality Table 18. Emission totals do not include those from the diesel fire pump that
are exempt from requiring emissions offsets because it does not operate more than 200 hours per year for non-
emergency purposes and is not used pursuant to voluntary arrangements with a power supplier to curtail power.

c. The WPPP PM,, annual emission limit has been reduced by limiting two of the existing peaker turbines to 8 Ib/hr
PM;o and 877 hours/year of operation (877 hr/yr x 2 turbines x 8 Ib/hr PMyo = 14,032 Ib/yr). This creates a net reduction
in the original permitted PM;o emissions of 35,080 Ibs/yr — 14,032 Ibs/yr = (-)21,048 Ibs/yr. District regulations allow
netting out of offset requirements in this fashion if other rule requirements are met.

d. Emission offsets are not required for CO in attainment areas since the Applicant has demonstrated to the satisfaction
of the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) that the AAQS are not violated in the areas to be affected, and such
emissions will be consistent with Reasonable Further Progress, and will not cause or contribute to a violation of the
AAQS.

Emergency equipment that is used exclusively as emergency standby equipment for
electrical power generation or any other emergency equipment as approved by the
APCO that does not operate more than 200 hours per year for non-emergency
purposes and is not pursuant to voluntary arrangements with a power supplier to curtail
power, is exempt by District rules from providing emission offsets.

All air pollutant offsets provided for the project are estimated on a quarterly basis. The
applicant is proposing several sources of offsets to mitigate the project’s potential
emissions. Calculations of the required ERCs are based on the distance of the project
from different sources of offsets. The District requires a 1.2:1 offsetting ratio for off-site
ERCs within 15 miles. For areas outside of the 15 miles, ERCs must be provided at a
ratio of 1.5:1. The District determines appropriate interpollutant offset ratios on a case-
by-case basis.

Two of the ERC sources are from reductions that occurred in 1990. The validity of
these ERCs (S-1834-2 and C-492-4), in terms of U.S. EPA and staff determinations, are
based on U.S. EPA's final approval of the District’s revised Rule 2201. However, final
approval, which will not happen until the State of California Legislature makes certain
changes regarding agricultural air quality exemptions, may not occur until October 2003
or later. The applicant can meet its PMo offset obligations without the ERCs from
certificate C-492-4, but cannot meet its NOy offset obligations without ERC certificate S-
1834-2. Condition of Certification AQ-C8 has been added to ensure that these two
credits are only used if valid. Additionally, ERC certificate S-1834-2 was originally
proposed as part of the offset package for the Pastoria Power Plant project, and the
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owner of that project has not formally requested a change to their offset package.
However, CEC staff recognizes that the ERCs in question are currently owned by the
Turlock Irrigation District and , pending final approval of Rule 2201, accepts these ERCs
for this project.

As shown in AIR QUALITY Tables 26 through AIR QUALITY Table 28, the applicant
has demonstrated, per District requirements, that it owns ERCs in quantities sufficient to
offset the project's NOy, PM19, and VOC emissions.

NO, Emission Offsets

AIR QUALITY Table 26 provides a summary of the total project NO4 emissions and
identifies the project offset sources. ERC S-1834-2 was generated from the shutdown
of emissions unit S-1511-0021. ERC C-482-2 was generated from steam generator
conversions (reissue from 92-001).

AIR QUALITY Table 26
NO, Offsets Available for the Walnut Energy Center

Offset Source Location Credit Date of Total Total Total Total
Number [Reduction| Q1 (Ib) [ Q2 (Ib) [ Q3 (Ib) | Q4 (Ib)

Heavy oil western, Midway S-1834-2 1990 27,815 | 18,096 | 11,584 | 21,075

Sunset

Heavy oil production fields, C-482-2 1992 24,685 | 34,404 | 40,916 | 31,425

Fresno County

Total ERCs Provided 52,500 | 52,500 | 52,500 | 52,500

Total Offsets Provided @1.5:1 35,000 | 35,000 | 35,000 | 35,000

Total Required # 35,000 | 35,000 | 35,000 | 35,000

Total Unadjusted Remaining* 0 0 0 0

From SJVAPCD 2003c, AFC (TID 2002a) Appendix 8.1F, Attachment 8.1F-1 (ERCs), and Data Adequacy (TID 2002b),
Table 8.1-29, pages 8.1-61 to 62, and replacement page for Appendix 8.1F, page 8.1F-1.

Note(s):

a. Total Required per Quarter = Annual Emissions / 4 Quarters = 140,000 / 4 = 35,000

* A zero balance means full mitigation, a negative balance indicates an offsets deficit, and a positive balance indicates
offsets are available in excess of required offset levels. Please note that the offset balance is not the same as the ERC
balance.

The applicant appears to be in compliance with the District’'s NOy offset requirements
and is providing ERCs at a total offset ratio of 1.5:1 for the WEC project. Staff has
determined that this offset proposal satisfies CEQA mitigation requirements.

PM;o Emission Offsets

AIR QUALITY Table 27 provides a summary of the total project PM;o emissions and
identifies the project offset sources. ERC C-486-4 was generated from the shutdown of
oil and meal production equipment. ERCs C-488-4 and C-494-4 were generated from
the shutdown of entire stationary sources. ERCs C-491-4, C-495-4, and N-335-4 were
generated from the shutdown of emissions units. ERC C-492-4 was generated from the
replacement of 2D-2D cyclones and screen baskets with 1D-3D cyclones. ERC C-510-
4 was generated from the shutdown of a cotton gin. ERCs N-333-4 and N-334-4 were
generated from the addition of 1D-3D cyclones to cotton gins. ERC N-336-4 was
generated from the replacement of screen baskets with 1D-3D cyclones.
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AIR QUALITY Table 27
PMo Offsets Available for the Walnut Energy Center

Offset Source Location Credit Date of Total Total Total Total

Number |Reduction| Q1 (Ib) | Q2 (Ib) [ Q3 (Ib) | Q4 (Ib)
25184 Road 16, Chowchilla C-486-4 2000 27,222 | 23,025 9,864 10,526
4142 Road 16, Madera C-488-4 2000 654 0 0 20,809
25184 Road 16, Chowchilla C-491-4 2001 21,048 | 18,920 0 3,163
42573 Nees Avenue, Firebaugh C-492-4 1990 0 0 0 625
19625 Road 13, Chowchilla C-494-4 2002 0 0 8,915
13221 Avenue 18 %, Chowchilla C-495-4 1999 0 0 0 13,992
16490 S. Indiana, Dos Palos N-333-4 1994 0 0 65 4,877
18998 W. Cotton Gin Road, Los Banos | N-334-4 1994 2 0 0 1,367
7096 S. Plainsburg Road, Le Grand N-335-4 1999 0 0 91 6,001
7096 S. Plainsburg Road, Le Grand N-336-4 1992 0 0 0 2,834
Total ERCs Provided 48,926 | 41,945 | 10,020 | 73,109°
Total Offsets Provided @ 1.5:1 32,617.3(27,963.3| 6,680 |48,739.3
Total Required * 28,214.5(28,214.5| 28,214.5 |28,214.5
Difference 4,402.8 | -251.2 |-21,534.5(20,524.8
Distribute Q1 and Q4 to Q2 and Q3 ¢ --4,402.8| 251.2 | 21,534.5 (-17,382.8
Total Unadjusted Remaining 0 0 0 3,142
ERC Balance Remaining * 0 0 0 4,713
(adjusted for 1.5:1 ratio)

From SJVAPCD 2003c, AFC (TID 2002a) Appendix 8.1F, Attachment 8.1F-1 (ERCs), Data Adequacy (TID 2002b), Table 8.1-29,
pages 8.1-61 and 8.1F-1, and Data Response, Set 1B (CH2MHill 2003c), DRR #22 and Attachment AQ-22.

Note(s):

a. Total Required per Quarter = (Annual Emissions from WPPP + Annual Emissions from WEC — Offset) / 4 Quarters = (112,828) / 4
=28,214.5.

b. The applicant provided an additional ERC (C-510-4 that had 6,430 Ibs in quarter 4) when it appeared that they did not have
enough ERCs to cover the entire emission burden from the WEC. However, this additional ERC is not necessary due to the
District's WPPP PM;, emission reduction netting calculation, so that ERC is not included in this table.

c. For simplification the remaining ERCs are shown in Q4.

* A zero balance means full mitigation, a negative balance indicates an offsets deficit, and a positive balance indicates offsets are
available in excess of required offset levels. Please note that the offset balance is not the same as the ERC balance.

Pursuant to Section 4.13.7 of the SIVAPCD, actual emissions reductions for PM that
occurred from October through March (Q4 to Q1) may be used to offset increases in PM
during any period of the year. Worst-case ambient PM conditions occur during winter
and fall (Q4 to Q1). To further encourage the production of ERC credits in Q4 and Q1,
the SJVAPCD allows these credits to be applied to any period of the year. For the
WEC, surplus PMo credits from the 1% and 4™ quarters (Q1 and Q4) are therefore
applied to the 2" and 3" quarters (Q2 and Q3). Thus, the Applicant appears to be in
compliance with the District’'s PM; offset requirements and is providing ERCs at a total
offset ratio of 1.26:1 for the WEC project. Staff has determined that this offset proposal
satisfies CEQA mitigation requirements.

VOC Emission Offsets

AIR QUALITY Table 28 provides a summary of the total project VOC emissions and
identifies the project offset sources. ERC C-484-1 was generated from the shutdown of
oil and meal production equipment.
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AIR QUALITY Table 28
VOC Offsets Available for the Walnut Energy Center

Offset Source Location Credit Date of Total Total Total Total

Number | Reduction | Q1 (lb) | Q2 (Ib) | Q3 (Ib) | Q4 (Ib)
25184 Road 16, Chowchilla C-484-1 2000 13,350 | 13,350 | 13,350 | 13,350
Total Offsets Provided @ 1.5:1 8,900 8,900 8,900 8,900
Total Required * 8,702 8,702 8,702 8,702
Total Unadjusted Remaining 198 198 198 198
Balance Remaining 297 297 297 297
(adjusted for 1.5:1 ratio)

From SJVAPCD 2003c, AFC (TID 2002a) Appendix 8.1F, Attachment 8.1F-1 (ERCs), and Data Adequacy (TID 2002b),
Table 8.1-29, pages 8.1-61 and 8.1F-1.

Note(s):

a. Total Required per Quarter = (Annual Emissions) / 4 Quarters = (34,808) / 4 = 8,702.

* A zero balance means full mitigation, a negative balance indicates an offsets deficit, and a positive balance indicates
offsets are available in excess of required offset levels. Please note that the offset balance is not the same as the ERC
balance.

The applicant is in compliance with the District's VOC offset requirements and is
providing ERCs at a total offset ratio of 1.5:1 for the WEC project. Staff has determined
that this offset proposal satisfies CEQA mitigation requirements.

SO, Emission Offsets

SO, emission offsets are not required by District Rule 2201 for this project.. However,
SO, emissions are a precursor to PM;o, which is a nonattainment pollutant at the project
site area. As part of the CEQA evaluation, the staff recommends that all non-attainment
pollutants and their precursors that do not require offsets by District regulation be
mitigated at a minimum 1:1 ratio.

For, this case the Applicant is not proposing to provide any direct SO, emission offsets.
They have proposed for CEQA mitigation purposes that the PM;o ERCs proposed for
the case are adequate to offset both the primary PMio emissions and the secondary
PM;o formation that will occur from the project's SO, emissions. This proposal assumes
that after the PM,, offsets are used to offset the project’'s PM;p emissions at a 1:1 ratio
there are sufficient ERCs (in this case 35,381 Ibs/yr, including only District required
PMio ERCS) to offset the potential impacts of the project’'s SO, emissions.

The rate of SO, conversion to secondary particulate (i.e. primarily sulfate/sulfite
compounds) varies based on ambient conditions, such as relative humidity and
temperature, and the available amount of other chemical reactants (i.e. hydroxyl
radicals and ammonia). One study from a high concentration SO, emission source
determined an initial conversion rate of approximately 4.5 percent per hour (TVA 2001).
A worst-case assumption would be that all of the SO, emissions would eventually form
ammonium sulfate. If complete conversion were to occur then 1 Ib of SO, emissions
could convert into 2.06 Ibs of ammonium sulfate (i.e. secondary PM;,). However,
conversion takes place gradually so the secondary particulate impacts of SO, emissions
are best described as a regional impact issue rather than a local impact issue.
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Staff has carefully considered the applicant’s proposal and has determined for this case
that this offset proposal is acceptable. Staff's conclusion is based solely on the merits
of this case, and should not be applied to any other energy siting cases. Staff will
assess the merits of any similar offset proposal on a case-by-case basis. For this case,
staff used the following information and rationale in making this conclusion:

e The emission offset calculation basis is conservative. The turbine PMip emission
limit being used to determine offset requirements for this case is conservatively
assumed to be 7 Ibs/hour. However, a 2003 source test for two 7E turbines
operating in simple cycle mode showed PM;, emissions averaging less than 2
Ibs/hour (GWF 2003), and a 2002 source test for four 7E turbines operating in steam
cogeneration mode showed PM;o emissions averaging less than 2 Ibs/hour (ARCO,
2002).

e The PM;o ERCs provided are enough to cover a 1:1 direct ratio of the total project
PM1 emissions plus offset the SO, emission at a ratio of 2.04 Ibs of PM,, per Ib of
SO,, which is 99 percent of the worst-case maximum conversion of the project’s SO,
emission to sulfate.

e The project’'s SO, emissions are based on 0.36 grains of sulfur per 100 cubic feet of
natural gas. The data provided by the applicant shows that the average sulfur
content of the natural gas at the PG&E Burney Compressor Station is 0.275 grains
per 100 standard cubic feet (CH2MHIill 2003c, DR# 9, Attachment AQ-9). Therefore,
the applicant may be overestimating the long-term SO, emissions by as much as 24
percent.

e All of the PMyg offset sources are from ERCs created in the Northern or Central
regions of the SJVAB (i.e. none are located as far away as Bakersfield), and none of
the ERCs were created in areas separated from the main valley by significant terrain
features, such as Avenal or Taft).

e All of the PMyp ERCs are from emission reductions that occurred south (i.e.
predominately downwind) of the project site in areas that generally have higher
ambient PM;o concentrations than Turlock.

e The use of emission reductions of the primary nonattainment pollutant to offset the
nonattainment pollutant precursor is an acceptable interpollutant offset strategy.

e The majority of the PM;o emission reductions occurred in 1999 or later.

e Secondary PM;o formation occurs gradually over time and is therefore primarily a
regional issue, so region wide solutions (i.e. offsets) provide a reasonable CEQA
mitigation approach.

e Staff is also recommending an ammonia emission limit of 5 ppm on a 24-hour rolling
basis to mitigate secondary PM;o impacts.
Summary of Emission Offset Proposal

The applicant is proposing to directly offset their NO,, PMy, and VOC emissions at a
ratio of greater than 1:1. Additionally, the applicant proposes that the PM;o ERCs being
proposed to meet District offset requirements, greater than needed to meet an 1:1 offset
ratio can be used to provide offsets for the secondary impacts of the project’'s SO,
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emissions. Air Quality Table 29 presents a summary of the ERC sources proposed to
offset the project emissions for each pollutant.

AIR QUALITY Table 29
Emission Offset ERC Proposal Summary

Offset Source Location Credit Date of Total Total Total Total
Number |Reduction| Q1 (Ib) | Q2 (lb) | Q3 (Ib) | Q4 (Ib)
NO, Emission Reduction Credits
Heavy oil western, Midway Sunset S-1834-2 1990 27,815 | 18,096 | 11,584 | 21,075
Heavy oil production fields, Fresno C-482-2 1992 24,685 | 34,404 | 40,916 | 31,425
County
PM;o Emission Reduction Credits
25184 Road 16, Chowchilla C-486-4 2000 27,222 | 23,025 9,864 10,526
4142 Road 16, Madera C-488-4 2000 654 0 0 20,809
25184 Road 16, Chowchilla C-491-4 2001 21,048 | 18,920 0 3,163
42573 Nees Avenue, Firebaugh C-492-4 1990 0 0 0 625
19625 Road 13, Chowchilla C-494-4 2002 0 0 0 8,915
13221 Avenue 18 %2, Chowchilla C-495-4 1999 0 0 0 13,992
31055 W. Adams, Tranquility C-510-4 | No Data 0 0 0 6,430
16490 S. Indiana, Dos Palos N-333-4 1994 0 0 65 4,877
18998 W. Cotton Gin Road, Los Banos | N-334-4 1994 2 0 0 1,367
7096 S. Plainsburg Road, Le Grand N-335-4 1999 0 0 91 6,001
7096 S. Plainsburg Road, Le Grand N-336-4 1992 0 0 0 2,834
VOC Emission Reduction Credits
25184 Road 16, Chowchilla | C-484-1 [ 2000 | 13,350 | 13,350 | 13,350 | 13,350

As noted previously, the applicant acquired additional PM;, credits (C-510-4) based on
the requested annual WEC PM3, emission limit and the original permitted annual WPPP
PMjo emission limit. The applicant’s subsequently requested to lower the WPPP annual
emission limit, and with the District's emissions netting procedure this resulted in the
applicant having more PM19 ERCs than is necessary. Based on Condition of
Certification AQ-102 ERC Certificate C-510-4 is not formally required as part of the
PMy, offset package.

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

Staff believes that the applicant’s proposed ammonia slip level of 10 ppm could be
lowered. CARB recommends that the air permit should include conditions to minimize
the amount of ammonia slip to a health protective level when selective catalytic
reduction is used as a control method. They thus recommend that air pollution districts
consider establishing ammonia slip levels at or below five ppm at 15 percent oxygen.
The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District recommended an ammonia slip
level of 10 ppm in the FDOC.

Information from the SCR manufacturer indicates that a five ppm ammonia slip can be
designed and achieved by the proposed system, and that the primary benefit in allowing
a 10 ppm ammonia slip level would be that the project owner could keep the catalyst
three to five years longer. Both the CARB and the U.S. EPA have recommended that
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ammonia slip levels be maintained at five ppm. Additionally, the South Coast Air Quality
Management District requires an ammonia slip level of five ppm in order to meet its
BACT requirement.

A number of combined cycle combustion turbine projects have recently been permitted
in the State of California with an ammonia slip permit level of five ppm (with NOy limits
of two ppm), including the City of Vernon Malberg project and Magnolia Power Plant
projects in the South Coast Air Quality Management District, the currently operating
Duke Moss Landing Power Plant Project in Monterey County, and the proposed Tesla
Power Plant project in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. Additionally, the
Cosumnes Power Plant Project, East Altamont Energy Center, and Palomar Energy
Project have been recommended by staff to be licensed at five ppm ammonia. Other
power plants outside of the State of California permitted with low NO, and ammonia
limits include the ANP Blackstone and Bellingham projects in Massachusetts (two ppm
NOyx @ two ppm ammonia), and the Reliant Energy Hope Rhode Island project (two
ppm NOy @ five ppm ammonia). The Blackstone Energy facility in Massachusetts has
been operated for over 5,000 hours with less than two ppm NOx and ammonia level at
less than 0.1 ppm (MDEP, 2003).

Existing 7E turbines that do not have SCR controls (Sycamore, Sunrise and Kern River
Cogeneration) are showing NOy levels below 10 ppm @ 15 percent O, which indicates
that the necessary level of control for the SCR is only about 80-85 percent to achieve 2
ppm NOy @ 15 percent O,. We acknowledge for aero derivative turbines that have
uncontrolled NOy levels around 30 ppm, and where a 90 to 95 percent control efficiency
would be necessary to achieve 2 to 2.5 ppm NOy @ 15 percent O, that a 5 ppm
ammonia slip limit may not be reasonable, but for much “cleaner” 7E and 7F turbines,
considering the lower control efficiency required to meet the BACT NOy emission level,
a 5 ppm ammonia slip limit is feasible and reasonable.

Staff also acknowledges that the area may be ammonia rich, and that the project’s
contribution to secondary particulates may be less than if the ambient air contained less
ammonia. However, this does not mean that the project's ammonia emissions will not
contribute to secondary particulate. Research has shown that in an ammonia rich area,
a reduction of 50 percent ammonia will reduce 15 percent of fine particulate matter,
equivalent to a 30 percent conversion rate for ammonia (DRI 1998). Thus, if WEC
maintains an emission rate of 675 Ibs/day of ammonia (based on the applicant’s
proposed 10 ppm ammonia slip level) the equivalent secondary particulate (nitrates and
sulfates) could be in the range of 900 to 1,600 Ibs/day. This amount of secondary
particulate is approximately two to four times as great as the project’s proposed
particulate matter emissions, and this does not include the additional ammonia
emissions potential from the cooling tower.

Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission consider that the ammonia slip level
for the TID project be set at five ppm on a 24-hour rolling average.

Concerning all other pollutants, staff concurs with the District’'s determination that the
project’s proposed emission controls/emission levels meets BACT requirements and
that the proposed emission levels are reduced to the lowest technically feasible levels;
and staff has determined that the proposed emission controls and emission levels,
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along with the proposed emission offset package, mitigate all project impacts to less
than significant.

Staff has determined that the applicant’s offset proposal meets both District
requirements and CEQA mitigation requirements. Staff's acceptance of this offset
package was determined solely based on the merits of this case; including, the District
offset requirements, the project’'s emission limits, the specific ERCs proposed, and
ambient air quality considerations of the region, and does not in any way provide a
precedence or obligation for the acceptance of offset proposals for any other current or
future licensing cases. However, there is the potential for the two ERCs (S-1834-2 and
C-492-4) created from emission reductions in 1990 to be deemed invalid if the revised
District Rule 2201 is never formally approved or if those credits are not included in
approved attainment plans. For now, staff is considering these credits to be
conditionally valid, and has included Condition of Certification AQ-C8 to ensure that
these credits are valid when surrendered. It should be noted that the applicant has
more PM;o ERCs than are needed and would not have to use ERC C-492-4 in order to
meet its PMj, offset requirement.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

Staff proposes, in Condition of Certification AQ-C6, that the ammonia emissions from
the HRSGs be limited to five ppm on a rolling 24-hour basis, this condition lowers the
District’'s ammonia limit of 10 ppm that is required in Condition of Certification AQ-31.
Staff proposes, in Condition of Certification AQ-C7, that the applicant provide a
Quarterly Compliance Report to demonstrate ongoing compliance with the Conditions of
Certification. Staff proposes, in Condition of Certification AQ-C8, that the use of ERC
certificates S-1834-2 and C-492-4 be allowed if the EPA formally approves District Rule
2201, or if those ERCs are included in an EPA approved attainment plan.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

To evaluate the cumulative emission impacts of the Walnut Energy Facility and other
new projects, District records were evaluated to determine other sources that may
cumulatively impact the site area. The following criteria were used to identify other
stationary emission sources located within six miles of the WEC site that may contribute
to cumulative impacts:

e sources that have received an Authority to Construct (ATC) permit and operation
began after 1999;

e sources that have received an ATC permit but are not yet operational; or
e sources that have submitted complete ATC applications to the District.
Emissions from existing projects operating prior to and during 1999 are reflected in the

background ambient air quality data. Therefore, it was not necessary to include them in
the cumulative impact analysis.

A review of District records indicates that there are no new permitted projects or

proposed projects with any non-VOC emissions potential of greater than five tons per
year being permitted within six miles of the project site (CH2MHIill 2003e, DRR #23).
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These are the types of projects that would have the potential to contribute to cumulative
impacts. While there are several other known proposed or recently constructed medium
to large power plant projects, including the Tracy Peaker Power Plant Project, East
Altamont Energy Center, Tesla Power Plant Project, and Modesto Irrigation District’s
Woodland Generating Station 2 and Electrical Generating Station - Ripon projects, all
proposed within 50 miles of the WEC, no significant overlap of the emission plumes
from these widely spaced projects would be expected. Therefore, no cumulative
modeling analysis was required and no significant cumulative impacts are expected as a
result of this project in combination with other known projects.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Staff has reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the minority population is less
than 50 percent within a six-mile radius of the proposed WEC electrical power
generation facility (please refer to Socioeconomics Figure 1 in this Staff Assessment).
However, there are multiple census blocks with greater than 50 percent minority
persons within the six-mile radius; staff considers these to be pockets or clusters. Staff
also reviewed Census 1990 information that shows the low-income population is less
than 50 percent within the same radius. Additionally, based on the Air Quality modeling
analysis, and given the prominent wind direction, staff has not identified unmitigated
significant, nor potentially disproportionate impacts, to those pockets or clusters that are
primarily minority. Therefore, there are no Air Quality environmental justice issues
related to this project.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District submitted a Final Determination of
Compliance (FDOC) for the WEC project on July 9, 2003 (SJVAPCD 2003b).
Compliance with all District Rules and Regulations was demonstrated, to the District’s
satisfaction in the FDOC. The District's FDOC conditions are presented in the
Conditions of Certification. The District has subsequently issued another PDOC
(SIVAPCD 2003c) for this project that addresses the applicant’'s comments on the
FDOC regarding the annual emission calculations (Sierra 2003a). Only one condition
was changed in the PDOC (AQ-101) to address the comments. Due to the magnitude
of the increases in the emissions required to address the comments the District was
required to reissue the document as a PDOC. It is anticipated that this PDOC will
complete its 30 day comment period, and become the final FDOC, before the
evidentiary hearings begin for this case.

FEDERAL

The District is responsible for issuing the Federal New Source Review (NSR) permit.
This project does not trigger PSD permitting. The District has issued a FDOC and later
a revised PDOC, that indicate that the project is in compliance with all NSR
requirements (SJVAPCD 2003b, SIVAPCD 2003c). Staff will evaluate any comments
received from EPA on the revised PDOC and summarize, if necessary, in an addendum
to the Final Staff Assessment.
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STATE

California State Health and Safety Code, Section 41700 requires that “no person shall
discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other
material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerate
number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or
safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to
cause, injury or damage to business or property.” Staff believes that the project, with all
of the Conditions of Certification provided, has demonstrated compliance with California
State Health and Safety Code, Section 41700, as the air pollutant emissions from the
project have been reasonably demonstrated to not singly or cumulatively cause injury,
annoyance, or damage to persons, businesses or property.

LOCAL

The SJVAPCD is the lead agency for managing air quality and coordinating planning
efforts within the Stanislaus County portion of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, so that
the ozone and PMy, standards are attained in a timely fashion. The District is
responsible for developing that portion of the State Implementation Plan (SIP), and the
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), that deals with certain stationary and area
source controls and, in cooperation with the transportation planning agencies (TPAS),
the development of transportation control measures (TCMs). The California Air
Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for submitting the SIP to U.S. EPA.

Currently, neither the District's ozone nor PM;g AQMPs are approved by USEPA. The
existing ozone AQMP is no longer valid, as its timeline has expired. The ozone AQMP
addressed serious non-attainment, however, the area has since been redesignated as a
severe non-attainment area. The original ozone AQMP called for the air basin to be in
attainment of federal ozone standards by 2001, and failing that attainment goal required
the District to submit a Severe Nonattainment Ozone AQMP to EPA by May 31, 2002.
The District did not make the required submittal date and is currently under an offset
and federal highway funds sanction timeline to complete the revised AQMP within 18
and 24 months, respectively. The redesignation to severe nonattainment requires that
the District provide the EPA a plan to achieve attainment by 2005. The District is in the
process of preparing a revised ozone AQMP, which is anticipated to include a request
that the air basin be further redesignated as an extreme non-attainment area. This
redesignation would change the required attainment demonstration date in the AQMP to
2010. The District did adopt an amended 2002 and 2005 Rate of Progress Plan on
December 31, 2002. While there is no approved attainment plan for the project to
conflict or comply with, the project will be required to comply with all District rules and
regulations. The SJVAPCD rules and regulations specify the emissions control and
offset requirements for new sources such as the TID Walnut Energy Center. WEC will
use Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to control the project’s emissions. In
addition, the operational emissions of NO, and VOC are proposed by the applicant to be
mitigated by the use of emissions offset credits (ERCs) obtained by the applicant.

The PM3, attainment plan that was submitted in 1997 did not provide a demonstration
with attainment and was later withdrawn by the state. In the March 21, 2003 Federal
Register (Vol. 68, No. 55), the U.S. EPA found that the SJVAPCD failed to submit a SIP
for PMy. The plan was due on December 31, 2002, and was not received. A sanctions
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clock, similar to what is described above for ozone, now applies for PM;o. The District
prepared a Proposed 2003 PMyo Plan on May 12, 2003, which provides for attainment
of the PM3, standards by 2010 (SJVAPCD 2003d). This plan has not yet been
approved by USEPA, but for the purposes of this assessment this plan is being
considered as the applicable plan. Measures outlined in the Proposed 2003 PM;, Plan
to reduce emissions during construction include amendments to Regulation VIl that
would be implemented by September 2004 (SJVAPCD 2003d). No other specific
measures contained in the plan would appear applicable to the project emission
sources. The applicant would be expected to comply with any applicable revisions to
the Regulation VIl rules that would be implemented prior to the end of the project
construction. SJVAPCD rules and regulations specify the emissions control and offset
requirements for new sources, such as the Walnut Energy Center Facility. Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) will be implemented, and PM;o ERCs, obtained by
the applicant and approved and certified by the SJVAPCD comply with District rules and
rules, so that the project would be consistent with the strategies and future emissions
anticipated under the PM;o AQMP.

Rule 1080 — Stack Monitoring

The compliance with this rule is provided for in the Conditions of Certification. (AQ-7,
AQ-9, AQ-10, AQ-12 through AQ-15, and AQ-56).

Rule 1081 — Source Sampling

The compliance with this rule is provided for in the Conditions of Certification. (AQ-11,
AQ-38 through AQ-40, and AQ-44 through AQ-51).

Rule 1100 — Equipment Breakdown

The compliance with this rule is provided for in the Conditions of Certification. (AQ-61,
AQ-62).

Rule 2010 — Permits Required

By the submission of an AFC and an Authority to Construct (ATC) application for the
Walnut Energy Center, the applicant is complying with the requirements of the rule. The
FDOC has been completed, a revised PDOC has been issued, and the final permit will
be issued if the CEC certifies this project.

Rule 2201 — New and Modified Stationary Source Review Rule

Section 4.1 — Best Available Control Technology

As shown in the FDOC and revised PDOC, the applicant’s control technology proposal
meets the Best Available Control Technology requirements of this rule as interpreted by
the SJVAPCD.

Section 4.2 — Offsets

As shown in the FDOC, the revised PDOC, and staff's analysis provided above, the
applicant’s offset mitigation proposal, in terms of the types and quantities of ERCs
proposed, meets the requirements of this rule as interpreted by the District.
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Rule 2520 — Federally Mandated Operating Permits

The rule generally requires that an affected source file for a Title V operating permit
within 12 months of commencing operation. This requirement is provided as Condition
of Certification AQ-103.

Rule 2540 — Acid Rain Program

WEC will be required to file for a Title IV Acid Rain operating permit to comply with this
regulation. This requirement is also provided as Condition of Certification AQ-60 and
staff is recommends in the verification for this condition, that the Title IV permit and
necessary pollutant allotments be obtained prior to the first firing of the turbines.

Rule 4001 — New Source Performance Standards

The project’s emission limits, which are listed in the proposed conditions of certification,
(AQ-5, AQ-19),are significantly lower than the limits required by the applicable New
Source Performance Standard (Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 60, Chapter
1. Subpart GG).

Rule 4101 — Visible Emissions

The use of pipeline quality natural gas, proper combustion techniques and the PMjg
BACT limits for the turbines and the use of CARB-certified diesel fuel or very low sulfur
diesel fuel and oxidation catalyst (if technologically feasible) for the diesel fire pump, will
guarantee that the visible emissions are well less than No. 1 on the Ringelmann chart
(20 percent opacity) for more than three minutes in any one hour.

Rule 4102 — Nuisance

The use of pipeline quality natural gas, low sulfur diesel fuel, and proper combustion
techniques will ensure the project’s emission will not cause a public nuisance.

Rule 4201 — Particulate Matter Concentration

The BACT PMjp emission limits for the turbines and fire pump engine will ensure that

their respective particulate matter emissions are well below this rule’s emission limit of
0.1 gr/dscf of gas calculated to 12 percent carbon dioxide. The estimated turbine and
fire pump emissions are 0.0026 gr/dscf (TID 2002a, Table 8.1A-1, Case 2) and 0.023

gr/dscf (TID 2002a, 8.1A-3), respectively.

Rule 4202 — Particulate Matter Emission Rate

Gas and liquid fuels are excluded from the definition of process weight. Therefore, Rule
4202 does not apply to the proposed units.

Rule 4701 — Stationary Internal Combustion Engines

Since the fire pump engine proposed for this project will be limited to 100 hours per
year, and is used exclusively for fire fighting services, it is exempt from this rule.
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Rule 4703 — Stationary Gas Turbines

The conditions of certification taken from the PDOC include the required monitoring and
record keeping requirements of this rule. The NO, and CO compliance emissions limits
of this rule are less stringent than the applicable BACT emission limits for the WEC
project.

Rule 4801 — SO, Concentration

The use of pipeline quality natural gas will guarantee that the emissions of sulfur
compounds are no greater than 0.2 percent by volume, calculated as SO, on a dry
basis.

Rule 7012 — Hexavalent Chromium — Cooling Towers

The project will not use hexavalent chromium containing compounds for treating the
cooling tower water. The compliance with this rule is provided for in Condition of
Certification AQ-79.

Reqgulation VIl — Fugitive PM;, Prohibitions

Rule 8011 — General Requirements; Rule 8021 — Construction, Demolition, Excavation,
Extraction and Other Earthmoving Activities; Rule 8031 — Bulk Materials; Rule 8041 —
Carryout and Trackout; Rule 8051 — Open Areas; Rule 8061 — Paved and Unpaved
Roads; Rule 8071 — Unpaved Vehicle/Equipment Traffic Areas; Rule 8081 — Agricultural
Sources

Staff proposed Condition of Certification AQ-C3 requires that the project owner provide
a Construction Fugitive Dust Mitigation Plan to be approved prior to construction and
requires compliance with all appropriate Regulation VIl rules. Additionally, proposed
Conditions of Certification AQ-105 to AQ-111 require compliance with appropriate
Regulation VIII rules.

FACILITY CLOSURE

The WEC has a planned life of 30 years or more. Eventually the WEC will close, as a
result of the end of its useful life; through some unexpected situation such as a natural
disaster or catastrophic facility breakdown; or if the facility became economically
noncompetitive earlier than 30 years, forcing decommissioning. When the facility
closes, all sources of air emissions would cease and thus all impacts associated with
those emissions would no longer occur.

During the operating life of the facility, temporary facility closure may be required and
permanent facility closure would eventually be required. Temporary closure constitutes
an unexpected shutdown for a period exceeding the time required for normal
maintenance (e.g., for overhaul or replacement of combustion turbines). Cause for
temporary closure might include a disruption in the supply of natural gas or damage to
the plant from an earthquake, fire, storm, or other event. Permanent closure constitutes
a complete cessation in operations with no intent to restart operations, due to plant age,
damage to the plant that is beyond repair, economic conditions, or other reasons.
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The Permit to Operate (PTO), issued by the District, is required for operation of the
facility and the Applicant must pay permit fees annually while it maintains the PTO. If
the Applicant chooses to close the facility and not pay the permit fees, then the PTO
would be cancelled. In that event, the project could not restart and operate unless the
Applicant pays the fees to renew the PTO.

When permanent closure occurs and if it were decided to dismantle the project’s
equipment and structures, there would likely be fugitive dust emissions associated with
this dismantling effort. A Decommissioning Plan shall be submitted to the Energy
Commission Compliance Project Manager and should include the specific details
regarding how the Applicant plans to demonstrate compliance with the District Rules
(i.e. Regulation VIII requirements) regarding fugitive dust emission mitigation.

A detailed description of the closure requirements are provided in the General

Conditions Including Compliance Monitoring and Closure Plan section of the Staff
Assessment.

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS

No written comments concerning air quality have been received from either the public or
from any public agency.

CONCLUSIONS

With the following proposed Conditions of Certifications and appropriate ERCs the
project is not expected to have any significant air quality impacts. Staff is proposing
conditions of certification (AQ-C1 through AQ-C4) that would mitigate the potential
construction impacts.

In addition, staff is proposing Condition AQ-C6 that would limit the ammonia slip to 5
ppm corrected to 15 percent oxygen, and AQ-C8 that requires that two old ERC
sources proposed for offsetting the project be proven to be valid per USEPA prior to
use. With these additional Conditions of Certification staff is satisfied that the applicant
will meet BACT and have a complete offset package that satisfies the SIVACPD
permitting requirements and staff CEQA concerns.

Staff recommends the following conditions of certification to address the impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the WEC. However, the conditions
presented below may be revised to address comments received on the Final Staff
Assessment.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

STAFF CONDITIONS

AQ-C1. The project owner shall fund all expenses for an on-site air quality
construction mitigation manager (AQCMM) who shall be responsible for
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maintaining compliance with conditions AQ-C2 through AQ-C4 for the entire
project site and linear facility construction. The on-site AQCMM may delegate
responsibilities identified in Conditions AQ-C1 through AQ-C4 to one or more air
guality construction mitigation monitors. The on-site AQCMM shall have full
access to areas of construction of the project site and linear facilities, and shall
have the authority to appeal to the CPM to have the CPM stop any or all
construction activities as warranted by applicable construction mitigation
conditions. The on-site AQCMM, and any air quality construction mitigation
monitors responsible for compliance with the requirements of AQ-C3 (s) and AQ-
C4, shall have a current certification by the California Air Resources Board for
Visible Emission Evaluation prior to the commencement of ground disturbance.
The AQCMM may have responsibilities in addition to those described in this
condition. The on-site AQCMM shall not be terminated without written consent of
the CPM.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner
shall submit to the CPM, for approval, the name, current ARB Visible Emission
Evaluation certificate, and contact information for the on-site AQCMM and air quality
construction mitigation monitors.

AQ-C2. The project owner shall provide a construction mitigation plan (CMP), for
approval, which shows the steps that will be taken, and reporting
requirements, to ensure compliance with conditions AQ-C3 and AQ-C4.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to start any ground disturbance, the project owner
shall submit to the CPM, for approval, the construction mitigation plan. The CPM will
notify the project owner of any necessary modifications to the plan within 30 days from
the date of receipt.

AQ-C3. The on-site AQCMM shall submit to the CPM, in the monthly compliance
report (MCR), a construction mitigation report that demonstrates compliance
with the following mitigation measures:

a) All unpaved roads and disturbed areas in the project and linear
construction sites shall be watered until sufficiently wet. The frequency of
watering can be reduced or eliminated during periods of precipitation.

b) No vehicle shall exceed 10 miles per hour within the construction site.

c) The construction site entrances shall be posted with visible speed limit
signs.

d) All vehicle tires shall be washed or cleaned free of dirt prior to entering
paved roadways.

e) Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the tire
washing/cleaning station.

f) All entrances to the construction site shall be graveled or treated with
water or dust soil stabilization compounds.

g) No construction vehicles can enter the construction site unless through the
treated entrance roadways.
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h)

)

k)

Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway shall be provided with
sandbags to prevent run-off to the roadway.

All paved roads within the construction site shall be swept twice daily.

At least the first 500 feet of any public roadway exiting from the
construction site shall be swept twice daily.

All soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer
than 10 days shall be covered, or be treated with appropriate dust
suppressant compounds.

All vehicles that are used to transport solid bulk material and that have
potential to cause visible emissions shall be provided with a cover, or the
materials shall be sufficiently wetted and loaded onto the trucks in a
manner to provide at least one foot of freeboard.

m) Wind erosion control techniques, such as windbreaks, water, chemical

dust suppressants, and vegetation shall be used on all construction areas
that may be disturbed. Any windbreaks used shall remain in place until
the soil is stabilized or permanently covered with vegetation.

Any construction activities that can cause fugitive dust in excess of the
visible emission limits specified in Condition AQ-C4 shall cease when the
wind exceeds 25 miles per hour unless water, chemical dust
suppressants, or other measures have been applied to reduce dust to the
limits set forth in AQ-C4.

Diesel Fired Engines

(1) All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall
be fueled only with ultra-low sulfur diesel, which contains no more than 15
ppm sulfur.

(2) All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall
have clearly visible tags issued by the on-site AQCMM that shows the
engine meets the conditions set forth herein.

(3) All large construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 50 hp or
more, shall meet, at a minimum, the Tier 1 ARB/EPA certified standards
for off-road equipment unless certified by the on-site AQCMM that a
certified engine is not available for a particular item of equipment. All
large construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 50 hp or more
that do not have an EPA Tier 1 particulate standard (50 to 175 hp
engines) and do not meet Tier 2 particulate standards, shall be equipped
with catalyzed diesel particulate filters (soot filters), unless certified by
engine manufacturers or the on-site AQCMM that the use of such devices
is not practical for specific engine types.

The construction mitigation measures shall include necessary fugitive dust
control methods as required to maintain compliance with District Rules 8021
through 8081 (Conditions AQ-105 to AQ-111). Any conflict between
mitigation measures (a) through (r) and District Rules 8021 through 8081 will
be identified in the CMP, with a specified resolution for each conflict identified.
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Verification: In the MCR, the project owner shall provide the CPM a copy of the
construction mitigation report and all diesel fuel purchase records, including quantity
purchased, which clearly demonstrates compliance with condition AQ-C3.

AQ-C4 No construction activities are allowed to cause visible dust emissions at or
beyond the project site fenced property boundary or the boundary of any
adjacent property owned by the project owner. No construction activities are
allowed to cause visible dust plumes that exceed 20 percent opacity at any
location on the construction site. No construction activities are allowed to
cause any visible plume in excess of 200 feet beyond the centerline of the
construction of linear facilities, or cause visible dust plumes to occur within
100 feet upwind of any occupied structures that are not under the control of
the project owner.

Verification: The on-site AQCMM shall conduct a visible emission evaluation at the
property boundary, or 200 feet from the center of construction activities at the linear
facility, or adjacent to occupied structures, each time he/she sees excessive fugitive
dust from the construction or linear facility site. The records of the visible emission
evaluations shall be maintained at the construction site and shall be provided to the
CPM on the monthly construction report.

AQ-C5 The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and approval any
modification proposed by the project owner to any project air permit. The
project owner shall submit to the CPM any modification to any permit
proposed by the District or EPA, and any revised permit issued by the District
or EPA, for the project.

Verification: The project owner shall submit any proposed air permit modification to the
CPM within five working days of its submittal either by 1) the project owner to an
agency, or 2) receipt of proposed modifications from an agency. The project owner
shall submit all modified air permits to the CPM within 15 days of receipt.

AQ-C6 Ammonia (NHz) emissions concentration shall not exceed 5 ppmvd @ 15%
O, over a 24 hour rolling average.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM turbine emissions data
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-C7 The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO Quarterly Compliance
Reports, no later than 30 days following the end of each calendar quarter,
that include operational and emissions information as necessary to
demonstrate compliance with Conditions AQ-1 through AQ-111. The
Quarterly Operational Report will specifically note or highlight incidences of
noncompliance.

Verification: The project owner shall submit the Quarterly Operational Reports to the
CPM and APCO no later than 30 days following the end of each calendar quarter.
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AQ-C8 The project owner shall only use ERC certificates S-1834-2 and C-492-4 to
offset the project if EPA provides final approval of District Rule 2201 or the
District includes those ERCs in an EPA approved attainment plan.

Verification: The project owner shall submit proof to the CPM that the listed ERCs
comply with the requirements of the condition when providing documentation required to
comply with AQ-98 and AQ-102.

DISTRICT PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE
CONDITIONS (SJVAPCD 2003c)

SJVAPCD Permit No. Unit N-2246-3-1: 84 MW Nominally Rated Combined-Cycle
Power Generating System #1 Consisting Of A 1,047 MMBtu/Hr General Electric Frame
7EA Natural Gas-Fired Combustion Turbine Generator With Dry Low NOx Combustor,
An Inlet Air Filtration And Evaporative Cooling System, A Selective Catalytic Reduction
(SCR) System, An Oxidation Catalyst, Heat Recovery Steam Generator #1 (HRSG) And
A 100 MW Nominally Rated Steam Turbine Shared With N-2246-4.

SJVAPCD Permit No. Unit N-2246-4-1: 84 MW Nominally Rated Combined-Cycle
Power Generating System #2 Consisting Of A 1,047 MMBtu/Hr General Electric Frame
7EA Natural Gas-Fired Combustion Turbine Generator With Dry Low NOx Combustor,
An Inlet Air Filtration And Evaporative Cooling System, A Selective Catalytic Reduction
(SCR) System, An Oxidation Catalyst, Heat Recovery Steam Generator #2 (HRSG) And
A 100 MW Nominally Rated Steam Turbine Shared With N-2246-3.

Conditions of Certification AQ-1 through AQ-78 apply per turbine/HRSG unit
unless otherwise identified.

AQ-1 The project owner shall notify the District of the date of initiation of
construction no later than 30 days after such date, the date of anticipated
startup not more than 60 days nor less than 30 days prior to such date, and
the date of actual startup within 15 days after such date. [District Rule 4001]

Verification: The project owner shall notify the CPM and the District of the date of
initiation of construction no later than 30 days after such date, the date of anticipated
startup, defined here as first turbine fire, not more than 60 days or less than 30 days
prior to such date, and the date of actual startup within fifteen (15) days after such date.

AQ-2 The heat recovery steam generator shall provide space for additional
selective catalytic reduction catalyst and additional oxidation catalyst. The
additional space shall be sufficient to house the quantity of catalyst material
necessary to achieve and maintain compliance with the emission limits.
[District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit SCR and oxidation catalyst design details
that demonstrate compliance with this condition to the APCO and the CPM 30 days
prior to commencement of construction.

AQ-3 The gas turbine engine and generator lube oil vents shall be equipped with
mist eliminators. Visible emissions from lube oil vents shall not exhibit opacity
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of 5% or greater except for up to three minutes in any hour. [District Rules
2201]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission to verify the installation and
proper operation of the lube oil vent mist eliminators.

AQ-4 Prior to the issuance of the Permit to Operate, the project owner shall submit
to the District information correlating the NOx control system operating
parameters to the associated measured NOx output. The information must
be sufficient to allow the District to determine compliance with the NOx
emission limits of this permit during times that the CEMS is not functioning
properly. [District Rule 4703]

Verification: The project owner shall compile the required NOx control system and
emissions data and submit the information to the CPM and the APCO in the Quarterly
Operational Reports (AQ-C7).

AQ-5 The gas turbine engine shall be fired exclusively on natural gas with a sulfur
content of no greater than 0.36 grain of sulfur compounds (as S) per 100 dry
scf of natural gas. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the fuel sulfur
content data, as required to be compiled in Condition AQ-6, demonstrating compliance
with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-6 Testing to demonstrate compliance with the fuel sulfur content limit of this
permit shall be conducted weekly. Once eight consecutive weekly tests show
compliance, the fuel sulfur content testing frequency may be reduced to once
every calendar quarter. If a quarterly test shows a violation of the sulfur
content limit of this permit then weekly testing shall resume and continue until
eight consecutive tests show compliance. Once compliance is shown on
eight consecutive weekly tests then testing may return to quarterly. [District
Rule 2201]

Verification: The fuel sulfur content data shall be submitted to the CPM and the APCO
in the Quarterly Operational Reports (AQ-C7).

AQ-7 The exhaust stack shall be equipped with a continuous emission monitor
(CEM) for NOx, CO, and O2. The CEM shall meet the requirements of 40
CFR parts 60 and 75 and shall be capable of monitoring emissions during
startups and shutdowns as well as during normal operating conditions.
[District Rules 2201 and 1080]

Verification: The project owner shall provide a Continuous Emission Monitoring System
(CEMS) protocol for approval by the CPM and the APCO at least 60 days prior to
installation of the CEMS. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection
of the CEMS by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.
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AQ-8 The project owner shall monitor and record the fuel flow rate to the turbine,
NOXx emission rate, the CO emission rate, the ammonia injection rate, the
exhaust temperature both prior to and after the SCR unit, the exhaust oxygen
content, and the exhaust flow rate. [District Rules 2201, 4001, and 4703]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
measuring equipment for fuel flow rate, NOx and CO emission rates, ammonia injection
rate, and exhaust gas temperature, and the associated records by representatives of
the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-9 The facility shall install and maintain equipment, facilities and systems
compatible with the District's CEM data polling software system and shall
make CEM data available to the District's automated polling system on a daily
basis. [District Rule 1080]

Verification: The project owner shall provide a Continuous Emission Monitoring System
(CEMS) protocol for approval by the CPM and the APCO at least 60 days prior to
installation of the CEMS. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection
of the CEMS by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-10 Upon notice by the District that the facility’s CEM system is not providing
polling data, the facility may continue to operate without providing automated
data for a maximum of 30 days per calendar year provided the CEM data is
sent to the District by a District-approved alternative method. [District Rule
1080]

Verification: The project owner shall provide required non-polled CEM data to the
District by a District-approved alternative method.

AQ-11 The exhaust stack shall be equipped with permanent provisions to allow
collection of stack gas samples consistent with EPA test methods and shall
be equipped with safe permanent provisions to sample stack gases with a
portable NOx, CO, and O2 analyzer during District inspections. The sampling
ports shall be located in accordance with the CARB regulation titled California
Air Resources Board Air Monitoring Quality Assurance Volume VI, Standard
Operating Procedures for Stationary Emission Monitoring and Testing.
[District Rule 1081]

Verification: Prior to construction of the turbine stacks the project owner shall provide
to the CPM for approval detailed plan drawings of the turbine stacks that show the
sampling ports and demonstrate compliance with the requirements of this condition.
The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of the turbine stacks by
representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-12 Results of continuous emissions monitoring shall be reduced according to the
procedure established in 40 CFR, Part 51, Appendix P, paragraphs 5.0
through 5.3.3, or by other methods deemed equivalent by mutual agreement
with the District, the ARB, and the EPA. [District Rule 1080]
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Verification: The project owner shall provide a Continuous Emission Monitoring System
(CEMS) protocol for approval by the CPM and the APCO at least 60 days prior to
installation of the CEMS.

AQ-13

In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 60, Appendix F, 5.1, cylinder gas audits
(CGA) or relative accuracy audits (RAA) of continuous emission monitors
shall be conducted quarterly, except during quarters in which a relative
accuracy test audit (RATA) is performed. The District shall be notified prior to
completion of the audits. Audit reports shall be submitted along with quarterly
compliance reports to the District. [District Rule 1080]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the CEMS audits
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-14

The owner/operator shall perform relative accuracy test audit (RATA) as
specified by 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix F, 5.11, at least once every four
calendar quarters. The project owner shall comply with the applicable
requirements for quality assurance testing and maintenance of the continuous
emission monitor equipment in accordance with the procedures and guidance
specified in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix F. [District Rule 1080]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the CEMS audits
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-15

The project owner shall submit a written report to the APCO for each calendar
guarter, within 30 days of the end of the quarter, including: time intervals, data
and magnitude of excess emissions, nature and cause of excess emissions (if
known), corrective actions taken and preventive measures adopted;
averaging period used for data reporting shall correspond to the averaging
period for each respective emission standard; applicable time and date of
each period during which the CEM was inoperative (except for zero and span
checks) and the nature of system repairs and adjustments; and a negative
declaration when no excess emissions occurred. [District Rule 1080]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the excess
emissions and other data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-16

Startup is defined as the period beginning with turbine initial firing until the unit
meets the ppmvd emission limits for steady state operation. Shutdown is
defined as the period beginning with initiation of turbine shutdown sequence
and ending with cessation of firing of the gas turbine engine. Startup and
shutdown durations shall not exceed 296 hours per calendar year. Startup
emissions must be counted toward each applicable emission limit (Ib/day and
Ib/yr). [District Rule 2201]
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Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the turbine startup
and shutdown event duration data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part
of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-17  The cumulative startup and shutdown period duration shall not exceed five
hours in any one day, commencing at midnight. Emissions during startup and
shutdown periods must be must be counted toward the applicable daily
emission limitations. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the turbine startup
and shutdown event duration data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part
of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-18 The NOx emissions during startup and shutdown periods shall not exceed
119.0 Ib/hour. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-19 The NOx emissions concentration during steady state operation shall not
exceed 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 over a 1 hour average (clock hour basis).
Steady-state period refers to any periods that is not a startup or shutdown
period. A clock hour in a one-hour average will commence at the top of the
hour. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO turbine emissions
data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-20 The combined total NOx emissions from startup, shutdown, and steady state
operation shall not exceed 444.2 |Ib/day. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO turbine emissions
data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-21 Compliance with NOx emission limitations during steady state operation shall
not be required during short-term excursions limited to a cumulative total of
10 hours per rolling 12-month period. Short-term excursions are defined as
15 minute periods designated by the owner/operator (and approved by the
APCO) that are the direct result of transient load conditions, not to exceed
four consecutive 15-minute periods, when the 15-minute average NOx
concentration exceeds 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2. The maximum 1-hour average
NOXx concentration for periods that include short-term excursions shall not
exceed 30 ppmvd @ 15% O2. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO turbine emissions
data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).
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AQ-22 Examples of transient load conditions include, but are not limited to the
following: (1) Initiation/shutdown of combustion turbine inlet air cooling and (2)
Rapid combustion turbine load changes. All emissions during short-term
excursions shall accrue towards the hourly, daily, and annual emissions
limitations of this permit and shall be included in all calculations of hourly,
daily, and annual mass emission rates as required by this permit. [District
Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO turbine emissions
data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-23 The CO emissions during startup and shutdown periods shall not exceed
129.0 Ib/hour. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-24  The CO emissions concentration during steady state operation shall not
exceed 4.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 over a 3 hour rolling average. Steady-state
period refers to any periods that is not a startup or shutdown period. [District
Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO turbine emissions
data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-25 The combined total CO emissions form startup, shutdown, and steady state
operation shall not exceed 558.8 Ib/day. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO turbine emissions
data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-26 The VOC emissions during startup and shutdown periods shall not exceed
16.0 Ib/hour. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-27 The VOC emissions concentration during steady state operation shall not
exceed 1.4 ppmvd @ 15% O2 over a 3 hour rolling average. Steady-state
period refers to any periods that is not a startup or shutdown period. [District
Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO turbine emissions
data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).
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AQ-28 The combined total VOC emissions form startup, shutdown, and steady state
operation shall not exceed 83.0 Ib/day. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO turbine emissions
data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-29 The PM10 emissions rate shall not exceed 7.0 Ib/hr and 168.0 Ib/day.
[District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-30 The SOx emission rate shall not exceed 1.05 Ib/hr and 25.2 Ib/day. [District
Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO turbine emissions
data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-31  Ammonia (NH3) emissions concentration shall not exceed 10 ppmvd @ 15%
02 over a 24 hour rolling average. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO turbine emissions
data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-32 Compliance with ammonia emission limit shall be demonstrated utilizing one
of the following procedures: 1) calculate the daily ammonia emissions using
the following equation: (ppmvd @ 15% 0O2) = ((a — (b x ¢/1,000,000)) x
(1,000,000 / b)) x d, where a = ammonia injection rate (Ib/hr) / (17 Ib/lb mol), b
= dry exhaust flow rate (Ib/hr) / (29 Ib/Ib mol), ¢ = change in measured NOXx
concentration ppmvd @ 15 % O2 across the catalyst, and d = correction
factor. The correction factor shall be derived annually during compliance
testing by comparing the measured and calculated ammonia slip; 2) utilize
another District-approved calculation method using measured surrogate
parameters to determine the daily ammonia emissions in ppmvd @ 15% O2.
If this option is chosen, the project owner shall submit a detailed calculation
protocol for District approval at least 60 days prior to commencement of
operation; 3) Alternatively, the project owner may utilize a continuous in-stack
ammonia monitor to verify compliance with the ammonia emissions limit. If
this option is chosen, the project owner shall submit a monitoring plan for
District approval at least 60 days prior to commencement of operation.
[District Rule 4102]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO ammonia data
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational
Report (AQ-C7). Additionally, if a District-approved calculation method using surrogate
parameters to determine the daily ammonia emissions is used, the project owner shall
submit for approval by the CPM and the APCO a detailed calculation protocol at least
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60 prior to initial startup. If a continuous in-stack ammonia monitor is used, the project
owner shall submit for approval by the CPM and the APCO an ammonia monitoring plan
at least 60 days prior to initial startup.

AQ-33  The cumulative annual emissions shall not exceed 99,991 Ib/year for CO and
17,404 Iblyear for VOC. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-34  The cumulative quarterly NOx emissions from permit units N-2246-3 and N-
2246-4 shall not exceed 35,000 Ib/quarter. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-35 The cumulative annual NOx emissions from permit units N-2246-3 and N-
2246-4 shall not exceed 140,000 Ib/year. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-36  Each one hour period shall commence on the hour. Each one hour period in
a three hour rolling average will commence on the hour. The three hour
average will be compiled from the three most recent one hour periods. Each
one hour period in a twenty-four hour average for ammonia slip will
commence on the hour. The twenty-four hour average will be calculated
starting and ending at twelve-midnight. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-37  Daily emissions will be compiled for a twenty-four hour period starting and
ending at twelve-midnight. Each calendar month in a twelve consecutive
month rolling emissions total will commence at the beginning of the first day
of the month. The twelve consecutive month rolling emissions total to
determine compliance with annual emissions limits will be compiled from the
twelve most recent calendar months. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-38 Source testing shall be conducted using the methods and procedures
approved by the District. The District must be notified at least 30 days prior to
any compliance source test, and a source test plan must be submitted for
approval at least 15 days prior to testing. [District Rule 1081]

Verification: The project owner shall notify the CPM and the District 30 days prior to
any compliance source test. The project owner shall provide a source test plan to the
CPM and District for approval fifteen (15) days prior to testing.
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AQ-39  Source testing shall be witnessed or authorized by District personnel. [District
Rule 1081]

Verification: The project owner shall notify the CPM and the District 30 days prior to
any compliance source test.

AQ-40 The results of each source test shall be received by the District no later than
60 days after the source test date. [District Rule 1081]

Verification: Results and field data collected during source tests shall be submitted to
the CPM and the District within 60 days of testing.

AQ-41  Source testing to measure startup NOx, CO, and VOC mass emission rates
shall be conducted for one of the gas turbines (N-2246-3 or N-2246-4) prior to
the end of the commissioning period and at least once every seven years,
thereafter. CEM relative accuracy shall be determined during startup source
testing in accordance with 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix B. If CEM data is not
certified to determine compliance with NOx and CO startup emission limits,
then source testing to measure startup NOx and CO mass emission rates
shall be conducted at least once every 12 months. [District Rules 2201 and
4001]

Verification: The results and field data collected during source tests shall be submitted
to the CPM and the District within 60 days of testing.

AQ-42  Source testing to demonstrate compliance with the NOx (ppmvd), CO
(ppmvd), VOC (ppmvd), PM10 (Ib/hr), and NH3 (ppmvd) emission limits and
fuel gas sulfur content requirements shall be conducted within 120 days of
initial operation. Source testing to demonstrate compliance with the NOx
(ppmvd), CO (ppmvd), VOC (ppmvd), PM10 (Ib/hr), and NH3 (ppmvd)
emission limits shall be conducted at least once every twelve months
thereafter. [District Rules 2201 and 4001]

Verification: The results and field data collected during source tests shall be submitted
to the CPM and the District within 60 days of testing.

AQ-43  Source testing to determine the percent efficiency of the turbine shall be
conducted annually. [District Rule 4703]

Verification: The results and field data collected during source tests shall be submitted
to the CPM and the District within 60 days of testing.

AQ-44  NOx emissions (referenced as NO2) shall be determined using EPA method
7E, EPA method 20, or CARB Method 20. The test results shall be corrected
to ISO standard conditions as defined in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart GG Section
60.335. [District Rules 1081, 2201, 4001, and 4703]

Verification: The project owner shall provide a source test plan demonstrating
compliance with this condition to the CPM and APCO for approval fifteen (15) days prior
to testing.
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AQ-45 VOC emissions (referenced as methane) shall be determined using EPA
method 18 or EPA method 25. [District Rules 1081 and 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide a source test plan demonstrating
compliance with this condition to the CPM and APCO for approval fifteen (15) days prior
to testing.

AQ-46  CO emissions shall be determined using EPA method 10 or EPA method
10B. [District Rules 1081, 2201, and 4703]

Verification: The project owner shall provide a source test plan demonstrating
compliance with this condition to the CPM and APCO for approval fifteen (15) days prior
to testing.

AQ-47  Source testing to measure concentrations of PM10 shall be conducted using
EPA methods 201 and 202, or EPA methods 201A and 202, or CARB method
501 in conjunction with CARB method 5. [District Rules 1081 and 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide a source test plan demonstrating
compliance with this condition to the CPM and APCO for approval fifteen (15) days prior
to testing.

AQ-48  Ammonia (NH3) emissions shall be determined using BAAQMD Method ST-
1B. [District Rules 1081 and 4102]

Verification: The project owner shall provide a source test plan demonstrating
compliance with this condition to the CPM and APCO for approval fifteen (15) days prior
to testing.

AQ-49  Oxygen content of the exhaust gas shall be determined using EPA method 3,
EPA method 3A, or EPA method 20. [District Rules 1081, 2201, and 4703]

Verification: The project owner shall provide a source test plan demonstrating
compliance with this condition to the CPM and APCO for approval fifteen (15) days prior
to testing.

AQ-50 If necessary, testing for fuel sulfur content shall be conducted utilizing ASTM
Method D 3246, ASTM Method D1072-90, ASTM Method D4468-85, ASTM
Method D5504-94 or ASTM Method D3246-81. [District Rules 1081 and
4001]

Verification: The project owner shall provide a source test plan demonstrating
compliance with this condition to the CPM and APCO for approval fifteen (15) days prior
to testing.

AQ-51  Source testing to determine the percent efficiency of the turbine shall be
conducted utilizing the procedures in District Rule 4703 (Stationary Gas
Turbines). [District Rule 4703]
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Verification: The project owner shall provide a source test plan demonstrating
compliance with this condition to the CPM and APCO for approval fifteen (15) days prior
to testing.

AQ-52  The project owner shall maintain the following records: the date, time and
duration of any malfunction of the continuous monitoring equipment; dates of
performance testing; dates of evaluations, calibrations, checks, and
adjustments of the continuous monitoring equipment; date and time period
which a continuous monitoring system or monitoring device was inoperative.
[District Rules 2201 and 4703]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records
by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-53 The project owner shall maintain a daily record that includes the actual
turbine startup and stop times (local time), total hours of operation, and the
guantity and type of fuel used. [District Rule 4703]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records
by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-54  The project owner shall retain records of the cumulative annual NOx, CO, and
VOC emissions. The record shall be updated monthly. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records
by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-55  The project owner shall maintain hourly records of NOx, CO, and ammonia
concentrations (ppmv @ 15% 0O2). [District Rules 2201 and 4201]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records
by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-56  The project owner shall submit a written report for each calendar quarter to
the APCO. The report shall be received by the District within 30 days of the
end of the quarter and shall include: time intervals and the magnitude of
excess emissions, the nature and cause of excess emissions (if known),
corrective actions taken and preventive measures adopted; averaging period
used for data reporting corresponding to the averaging period specified in the
emission test period used to determine compliance with an emission standard
for the pollutant/source category in question; time and date of each period
during which a continuous monitoring system was inoperative except for zero
and span checks and the nature of system repairs and adjustments; a
negative declaration when no excess emissions occurred. [District Rule 1080]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the excess
emissions and other data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).
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AQ-57  The project owner shall provide notification and record keeping as required
under 40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart A, 60.7. [District Rule 4001]

Verification: The project owner shall comply with the notification and record keeping
requirements specified under 40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart A, 60.7. The project owner
shall make records available for inspection by representatives of the District, CARB and
the Commission upon request.

AQ-58  Operator shall submit a semiannual report to the APCO listing any daily
period during which the sulfur content of the fuel being fired in the gas turbine
exceeded 0.8% by weight. [District Rule 4001]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the sulfur content
data as necessary to comply with this condition as part of every other Quarterly
Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-59 Allrecords required to be maintained by this permit shall be maintained for a
period of five years and shall be made readily available for District inspection
upon request. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall make records available for inspection by
representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission upon request.

AQ-60  The project owner shall submit an application to comply with Rule 2540 —
(Acid Rain Program) at least 24 months prior to the date that the unit
commences operation. [District Rule 2540]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM copies of the Title IV permit at
least fifteen (15) days prior to the initial firing of the turbine(s), and shall submit proof
that necessary Title IV SO, emission allotments have been acquired as necessary for
compliance with Title IV requirements annually in the first Quarterly Compliance Report
(AQ-C7) that is due after the annual SO, allotment due date.

AQ-61  Project owner shall notify the District of any breakdown condition as soon as
reasonably possible, but no later than one hour after its detection, unless the
owner or operator demonstrates to the District's satisfaction that the longer
reporting period was necessary. [District Rule 1100]

Verification: The project owner shall comply with the notification requirements of the
District and submit written copies of these notification reports to the CPM and the APCO
as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-62 The District shall be notified in writing within ten days following the correction
of any breakdown condition. The breakdown notification shall include a
description of the equipment malfunction or failure, the date and cause of the
initial failure, the estimated emissions in excess of those allowed, and the
methods utilized to restore normal operations. [District Rule 1100]
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Verification: The project owner shall comply with the notification requirements of the
District and submit written copies of these notification reports to the CPM as part of the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-63 The owner/operator shall minimize the emissions from the gas turbine and
heat recovery steam generator to the maximum extent possible during the
commissioning period. Conditions AQ-63 through AQ-75 shall apply only
during the commissioning period as defined below. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide in the monthly commissioning status
report (see the verification for Condition AQ-69) information regarding the types and
effectiveness of methods used to minimize commissioning period emissions.

AQ-64 Commissioning activities are defined as, but not limited to, all testing,
adjustment, tuning, and calibration activities recommended by the equipment
manufacturers and the construction contractor to ensure safe and reliable
steady state operation of the gas turbines, heat recovery steam generators,
steam turbine and associated electrical delivery systems. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide written notification to the APCO and the
CPM of the expected date of first turbine roll at least 15 days before the first turbine roll.

AQ-65 Commissioning period shall commence when all mechanical, electrical, and
control systems are installed and individual system startup has been
completed, or when a gas turbine is first fired, whichever occurs first. The
commissioning period shall terminate when the plant has completed initial
performance testing, and is available for commercial operation. [District Rule
2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide written notification to the APCO and the
CPM of the expected date of first turbine roll at least 15 days before the first turbine roll.
The project owner shall provide written notification to the APCO within 5 day after the
turbines are available for commercial operation.

AQ-66 At the earliest feasible opportunity, in accordance with the recommendations
of the equipment manufacturer and the construction contractor, the
combustors of this unit shall be tuned to minimize emissions. [District Rule
2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide combustor tuning information to
demonstrate compliance with this condition, and that information shall be submitted to
the CEC CPM as part of the monthly commissioning status report noted in the
verification of Condition AQ-69.

AQ-67 At the earliest feasible opportunity, in accordance with the recommendations
of the equipment manufacturer and the construction contractor, the Selective
Catalytic Reduction (SCR) system and the oxidation catalyst shall be
installed, adjusted, and operated to minimize emissions from this unit.
[District Rule 2201]
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Verification: The project owner shall provide emission abatement system information
(such as dates of catalyst installation and ammonia grid initial operation) to demonstrate
compliance with this condition, and that information shall be submitted to the CEC CPM
as part of the monthly commissioning status report noted in the verification of Condition
AQ-69.

AQ-68 Coincident with the steady-state operation of the SCR system and the
oxidation catalyst, NOx and CO emissions from this unit shall comply with the
limits specified in conditions AQ-19 and AQ-24, respectively. [District Rule
2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition, and that data shall be submitted to the CEC CPM as part
of the monthly commissioning status report noted in the verification of Condition AQ-69.

AQ-69  The owner/operator shall submit a plan to the District at least four weeks prior
to the first firing of this unit, describing the procedures to be followed during
the commissioning period. The plan shall include a description of each
commissioning activity, the anticipated duration of each activity in hours and
the purpose of the activity. The activities described shall include, but not
limited to the following: tuning of the combustors, installation and operation of
the SCR systems and the oxidation catalyst, installation, calibration and
testing of the NOx and CO continuous emissions monitors and any activities
requiring the firing of this unit without full abatement by the SCR system or
oxidation catalyst. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit a single commissioning plan to the District
and the CPM at least four weeks prior to the first firing of any combustion turbine,
describing in detail the procedures to be followed for each turbine. The project owner
shall submit, commencing one month from the time of gas turbine first fire, a monthly
commissioning status report throughout the duration of the commissioning phase that
demonstrates compliance with the commissioning plan and demonstrates compliance
with all other substantive requirements listed in Conditions AQ-63 through AQ-75. The
monthly commissioning status report shall be submitted to the CPM monthly within ten
(10) days of the numeric calendar day of turbine first fire date.

AQ-70 The emission rates during the commissioning period shall not exceed any of
the following: NOx (as NO2) — 108.8 Ib/hr, CO — 180.0 Ib/hr, VOC (as
methane) — 17.0 Ib/hr, SOx — 0.94 Ib/hr, and PM10 — 7.0 Ib/hr. [District Rule
2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition, and that data shall be submitted to the CEC CPM as part
of the monthly commissioning status report noted in the verification of Condition AQ-69.

AQ-71  Only one of the turbines under permits N-2246-3 and N-2246-4 shall be
operated at any one time without abatement and only during commissioning.
Combined emission rates from permit units N-2246-3 and N-2246-4, during
the commissioning period, shall not exceed any of the following limits: NOx
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(as NO2) — 227.8 Ib/hr or 3,055.4 Ib/day; CO — 309.0 Ib/hr or 4,878.8 Ib/day;
VOC (as methane) — 33.0 Ib/hr or 491 Ib/day; SOx — 336.0 Ib/day; PMo —
47.8 Ib/day. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition, and that data shall be submitted to the CEC CPM as part
of the monthly commissioning status report noted in the verification of Condition AQ-69.

AQ-72  During the commissioning period, the project owner shall demonstrate
compliance with conditions AQ-70 and AQ-71 through the use of properly
operated and maintained continuous emissions monitors and recorders as
specified in these permit conditions. The monitored parameters for this unit
shall be recorded at least once every 15 minutes (excluding normal calibration
periods or when the source is not in operation). [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide CEM data to demonstrate compliance with
conditions AQ-70 and AQ-71, and that data shall be submitted to the CEC CPM as part
of the monthly commissioning phase status report noted in the verification of Condition
AQ-69.

AQ-73  The continuous emissions monitors specified in these permit conditions shall
be installed, calibrated, and operational prior to the first firing of the unit. After
first firing, the detection range of the CEMS shall be adjusted as necessary to
accurately measure the resulting range of NOx and CO emissions
concentrations. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide notification to the District and the CPM of
the anticipated dates for installation, calibration and testing for the CEMS at least ten
(10) days prior to installation. The project owner shall provide a report to the District
and CPM for approval demonstrating compliance with CEMS calibration requirements
prior to turbine first fire. The project owner shall provide ongoing calibration data in the
monthly commissioning status reports (see verification of Condition AQ-69).

AQ-74  The total number of firing hours of this unit without abatement of emissions by
the SCR system and the oxidation catalyst shall not exceed 288 hours during
the commissioning period. Such operation of this unit without abatement
shall be limited to discrete commissioning activities that can only be properly
executed without the SCR system and the oxidation catalyst in place. Upon
completion of these activities, the project owner shall provide written notice to
the District and the unused balance of the 288 firing hours without abatement
shall expire. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide to the District and the CPM a reporting of
the unused balance of the 288 firing hours without abatement for each turbine in the
monthly commissioning status reports (see verification of Condition AQ-69).

AQ-75 The total mass emissions of NOx, CO, and VOC that are emitted during the
commissioning period shall accrue towards the annual emission limits
specified in conditions AQ-33, AQ-35 and AQ-77. [District Rule 2201]
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Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-76  The cumulative quarterly CO emissions from permit units N-2246-3 and N-
2246-4 shall not exceed 49,996 Ib/quarter. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-77  The cumulative annual CO emissions from permit units N-2246-3 and N-
2246-4 shall not exceed 199,982 Ib/year. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-78 EPA approved alternative source testing methods will be allowed, upon
District approval, provided it does not result in a relaxation of emission
limitations. The request to utilize EPA approved alternative source testing
methods must be submitted in writing and written approval received from the
District prior to the submission of the source test plan. [District Rules 1081
and 4001]

Verification: The project owner shall provide emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

SJVACPD Permit No. UNIT N-2246-5-0: 68,500 GPM MECHANICAL DRAFT
COOLING TOWER WITH 5 CELLS SERVED BY HIGH EFFICIENCY DRIFT
ELIMINATOR.

Conditions of Certification AQ-79 through AQ-83 apply to the cooling tower.

AQ-79  No hexavalent chromium containing compounds shall be added to cooling
tower circulating water. [District Rule 7012]

Verification: The project owner shall provide the list of cooling tower water additives
(i.e. biocides, fungicides, anti-scaling compounds, etc.) demonstrating compliance with
this condition to the CPM for approval at least 30 days prior to operation of the cooling
tower and shall provide any revisions to the cooling tower water additives list to the
CPM for approval prior using the new water additive.

AQ-80  Dirift eliminator drift rate shall not exceed 0.0005%. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide copies of cooling tower and drift eliminator
design details to the CPM and the District for approval at least 30 days prior to
construction of permanent foundations for the cooling tower.

AQ-81 The PM10 emissions shall not exceed 30.8 Ib/day. [District Rule 2201]
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Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the cooling tower
emission data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly
Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-82  Compliance with the PM10 emission limit shall demonstrated as follows:
PM10 Ib/day = Circulating Water Recirculation rate (gal/day) x 8.34 Ib/gal x
Total Dissolved Solids Concentration in the blowdown water (ppm) x Design
Drift Rate (%). [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the cooling tower
emission data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly
Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-83 Compliance with PM10 emission limit shall be determined by blowdown water
sample analysis by independent laboratory within 120 days of initial operation
and quarterly thereafter. [District Rule 1081]

Verification: The results and field data collected from cooling tower blowdown water
samples analysis shall be submitted to the CPM and the District as part of the Quarterly
Operational Report (AQ-C7).

SJVACPD Permit No. UNIT N-2246-6-0: 300 HP JOHN DEERE COMPANY MODEL
JW6H-UF40 DIESEL-FIRED EMERGENCY IC ENGINE POWERING A FIRE PUMP.

Conditions of Certification AQ-84 through AQ-91 apply to the emergency fire
pump engine.

AQ-84  The exhaust stack shall not be fitted with a rain cap, or any other similar
device, that impedes upward vertical exhaust flow. [District Rule 4102]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of the fire
pump engine by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-85 The NOx emissions from the engine shall not exceed 5.2 grams/hp-hr.
[District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide to the CPM and APCO, 30 days prior to
installation of the fire pump engine, manufacturer emissions guarantee data
demonstrating compliance with this condition.

AQ-86 The CO emissions from the engine shall not exceed 0.27 grams/hp-hr.
[District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide to the CPM and APCO, 30 days prior to
installation of the fire pump engine, manufacturer emissions guarantee data
demonstrating compliance with this condition.
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AQ-87 The VOC emissions from the engine shall not exceed 0.15 grams/hp-hr.
[District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide to the CPM and APCO, 30 days prior to
installation of the fire pump engine, manufacturer emissions guarantee data
demonstrating compliance with this condition.

AQ-88 The PM10 emissions from the engine shall not exceed 0.09 g/hp-hr based on
U.S. EPA certification testing using test procedure 1ISO 8178. [District Rule
2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide to the CPM and APCO, 30 days prior to
installation of the fire pump engine, manufacturer emissions guarantee data
demonstrating compliance with this condition.

AQ-89 Only CARB certified fuel containing not more than 0.05% sulfur by weight is
to be used in this engine. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: The project owner shall make fuel purchase, MSDS or other fuel supplier
records containing diesel fuel sulfur content available for inspection by representatives
of the District, CARB and the Commission upon request.

AQ-90 The engine shall be operated only for maintenance, testing, required
regulatory purposes and during emergency situations. Operation of the
engine for maintenance, testing, and required regulatory purposes shall not
exceed 100 hours per year. [District Rules 2201 and 4102]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO the fire pump
engine operations data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-91 The project owner shall maintain records of hours of emergency and non-
emergency operation. Records shall include the date, the number of hours of
operation, the purpose of the operation (e.g., load testing, weekly testing,
rolling blackout, general area power outage, etc.), and the sulfur content of
the diesel fuel used. Such records shall be made available for District
inspection upon request for a period of five years. [District Rule 1070]

Verification: The project owner shall make the fire pump engine operating records
available for inspection by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission
upon request.

Conditions of Certification AQ-92 through AQ-111 are SJVACPD General Facility
Permit Conditions

AQ-92 The permitee shall not begin actual onsite construction of the equipment
authorized by this Authority to Construct until the lead agency satisfies the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). [California
Environmental Quality Act]
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Verification: The project owner shall keep proof of the project’s District air permit and
CEC certification, including copies of all permit conditions and Conditions of
Certification, onsite starting at the commencement of construction through the final
decommissioning of the project. The project owner shall make the District's permit
conditions and Conditions of Certification available at the project site to representatives
of the District, California Air Resource Board (CARB) and the Energy Commission for
inspection.

AQ-93 All equipment shall be maintained in proper operating condition and shall be
operated in a manner to minimize emissions of air contaminants into the
atmosphere. [District NSR Rule]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-94  No air contaminant shall be released into the atmosphere which causes a
public nuisance. [District Rule 4102]

Verification: The project owner will document any complaints that it has received from
the public in the Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7). The project owner shall make
the site available for inspection by representatives of the District, CARB and the
Commission.

AQ-95 Particulate matter emissions shall not exceed 0.1 grains/dscf in concentration.
[District Rule 4201]

Verification: The project owner shall submit the results of the initial and annual source
tests per Condition AQ-41.

AQ-96 No air contaminant shall be discharged into the atmosphere for a period or
periods aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour which is as
dark as, or darker than, Ringelmann 1 or 20% opacity. [District Rule 4101]

Verification: The project owner shall document any known opacity violations in the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7). The project owner shall make the site available
for inspection by representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-97  Prior to operating equipment under this Authority to Construct, the project
owner shall surrender NOx emission reduction credits for the following
guantities of emissions: 1st quarter — 35,000 Ib, 2nd quarter — 35,000 Ib, 3rd
quarter — 35,000 Ib, and fourth quarter — 35,000 Ib. Offsets shall be provided
at the applicable offset ratio specified in Table 4-2 of Rule 2201 (as amended
4/25/02). [District Rule 2201]

Verification: At least 60 days prior to commencing turbine first fire, the project owner
shall surrender ERC certificates in the amounts shown to the District and provide
documentation of that surrender to the CPM.
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AQ-98 ERC Certificate Numbers C-482-2 and S-1834-2 shall be used to supply the
required NOXx offsets, unless a revised offsetting proposal is received and
approved by the District, upon which this Authority to Construct shall be
reissued, administratively specifying the new offsetting proposal. Original
public noticing requirements, if any, shall be duplicated prior to reissuance of
this Authority to Construct. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: At least 60 days prior to commencing turbine first fire, the project owner
shall surrender the identified ERC certificates and in the amounts shown in AQ-97 to
the District and provide documentation of that surrender to the CPM. Changes to the
offsetting proposal must be provided to the District and CPM for review, public noticing,
and approval.

AQ-99  Prior to operating equipment under this Authority to Construct, the project
owner shall surrender VOC emission reduction credits for the following
guantities of emissions: 1st quarter — 8,702 Ib, 2nd quarter — 8,702 Ib, 3rd
quarter — 8,702 Ib, and fourth quarter — 8,702 Ib. Offsets shall be provided at
the applicable offset ratio specified in Table 4-2 of Rule 2201 (as amended
4/25/02). [District Rule 2201]

Verification: At least 60 days prior to commencing turbine first fire, the project owner
shall surrender ERC certificates in the amounts shown to the District and provide
documentation of that surrender to the CPM.

AQ-100 ERC Certificate Number C-484-1 shall be used to supply the required VOC
offsets, unless a revised offsetting proposal is received and approved by the
District, upon which this Authority to Construct shall be reissued,
administratively specifying the new offsetting proposal. Original public
noticing requirements, if any, shall be duplicated prior to reissuance of this
Authority to Construct. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: At least 60 days prior to commencing turbine first fire, the project owner
shall surrender the identified ERC certificates and in the amounts shown in AQ-99 to
the District and provide documentation of that surrender to the CPM. Changes to the
offsetting proposal must be provided to the District and CPM for review, public noticing,
and approval.

AQ-101 Prior to operating equipment under this Authority to Construct, the project
owner shall surrender PM10 emission reduction credits for the following
guantities of emissions: 1st quarter — 28,213 Ib, 2nd quarter — 28,213 Ib, 3rd
quarter — 28,213 Ib, and fourth quarter — 28,213 Ib. Offsets shall be provided
at the applicable offset ratio specified in Table 4-2 of Rule 2201 (as amended
4/25/02). [District Rule 2201]

Verification: At least 60 days prior to commencing turbine first fire, the project owner
shall surrender ERC certificates in the amounts shown to the District and provide
documentation of that surrender to the CPM.
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AQ-102 ERC Certificate Numbers C-486-4 C-488-4, C-491-4, C-492-4, C-494-4, C-
495-4, N-333-4. N-334-4, N-335-4, and N-336-4 shall be used to supply the
required PM10 offsets, unless a revised offsetting proposal is received and
approved by the District, upon which this Authority to Construct shall be
reissued, administratively specifying the new offsetting proposal. Original
public noticing requirements, if any, shall be duplicated prior to reissuance of
this Authority to Construct. [District Rule 2201]

Verification: At least 60 days prior to commencing turbine first fire, the project owner
shall surrender the identified ERC certificates and in the amounts shown in AQ-101 to
the District and provide documentation of that surrender to the CPM. Changes to the
offsetting proposal must be provided to the District and CPM for review, public noticing,
and approval.

AQ-103 Project owner shall submit an application to comply with Rule 2520 -
Federally Mandated Operating Permits within twelve months of commencing
operation. [District Rule 2520]

Verification: The project owner shall submit a copy of their Title V — Federal Mandated
Operating Permit Application to the CPM within 12 months of commencing operation.

AQ-104 Authority to Construct permits N-2246-3-1, N-2246-4-1, N-2246-5-1, N-2246-
1-4, and N-2246-2-4 shall be implemented simultaneously. [District Rule
2201]

Verification: The project owner shall provide copies of the Authority to Construct
permits listed in AQ-104 to the CPM within 15 days of their receipt from the District.

AQ-105 Disturbances of soil related to any construction, demolition, excavation,
extraction, and other earthmoving activities shall comply with the
requirements for fugitive dust control in SJVUAPCD District Rule 8021
(11/15/01) unless specifically exempted under section 4.0 of Rule 8021.
[District Rule 8021]

Verification: The project owner shall document compliance with Rule 8021 in the
Monthly Compliance Report, and as necessary after construction is complete in the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-106 Outdoor handling, storage, and transport of any bulk material shall comply
with the requirements of SJVUAPCD District Rule 8031 (11/15/01), unless
specifically exempted under section 4.0 of Rule 8031. [District Rule 8031]

Verification: The project owner shall document compliance with Rule 8031 in the
Monthly Compliance Report, and as necessary after construction is complete in the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-107 All sites that are subject to SJVUAPCD District Rule 8021, SIVUAPCD
District Rule 8031, and SJVUAPCD District Rule 8071 shall comply with the
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requirements of SJVUAPCD District Rule 8041 (11/15/01), unless specifically
exempted under section 4.0 of Rule 8041. [District Rule 8041]

Verification: The project owner shall document compliance with Rule 8041 in the
Monthly Compliance Report, and as necessary after construction is complete in the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-108 Any open area having 3.0 acres or more of disturbed surface area, that has
remained undeveloped, unoccupied, unused or vacant for more than seven
days shall comply with the requirements of SIVUAPCD District Rule 8051
(11/15/01), unless specifically exempted under section 4.0 of Rule 8051.
[District Rule 8051]

Verification: The project owner shall document compliance with Rule 8051 in the
Monthly Compliance Report, and as necessary after construction is complete in the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-109 Any new or existing public or private paved or unpaved road, road
construction project, or road modification project shall implement the control
measures and design criteria of, and comply with the requirements of
SJVUAPCD District Rule 8061 (11/15/01) unless specifically exempted under
section 4.0 of Rule 8061. [District Rule 8061]

Verification: The project owner shall document compliance with Rule 8061 in the
Monthly Compliance Report, and as necessary after construction is complete in the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-110 Any unpaved vehicle/equipment traffic area of 1.0 acre or larger shall comply
with the requirements of SJVUAPCD District Rule 8071 (11/15/01), unless
specifically exempted under section 4.0 of Rule 8071. [District Rule 8071]

Verification: The project owner shall document compliance with Rule 8071 in the
Monthly Compliance Report, and as necessary after construction is complete in the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).

AQ-111 Any off-field agricultural sources shall comply with the requirements of
SJVUAPCD District Rule 8081 (11/15/01), unless specifically exempted under
section 4.0 of Rule 8081. [District Rule 8081]

Verification: The project owner shall document compliance with Rule 8081 in the
Monthly Compliance Report, and as necessary after construction is complete in the
Quarterly Operational Report (AQ-C7).
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Testimony of Melinda Dorin

INTRODUCTION

This section provides staff's analysis of potential impacts to biological resources from
Turlock Irrigation District’'s (TID) proposal to construct and operate the Walnut Energy
Center (WEC). Impacts to federally- and state-listed species, species of special
concern, wetlands, and other areas of critical biological concern are analyzed. This
document presents information regarding the affected biotic community and the
potential environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of the WEC.
Where necessary, it specifies mitigation plans and compensation measures to reduce
potential impacts to less than significant levels. Compliance with applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) are determined, and conditions of
certification specified.

This analysis is based, in part, on information provided as of August 5, 2003 from TID’s
Application for Certification (AFC) (TID 2002a), the data adequacy supplement (TID
2002b), and responses to data requests (CH2MHill 2003a, 2003f and 2003g).
Information was also gathered from conversations with the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG), U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS).

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

FEDERAL

e Clean Water Act of 1977
Title 33, United States Code, section 404 et seq., prohibit the discharge of dredged
or fill material into the waters of the United States without a permit.

e Endangered Species Act of 1973
Title 16, United States Code, section 1531 et seq., and Title 50, Code of Federal
Regulations, part 17.1 et seq., designate and provide for protection of threatened
and endangered plant and animal species, and their critical habitat.

e Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Title 16, United States Code, sections 703-712, prohibit the take of migratory birds,
including their eggs.

e Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
Title 16, United States Code, section 668, protects bald and golden eagles from
possession, selling, purchase, barter, offers to sell, purchase or barter, transport,
export or import, at any time or in any manner, alive or dead, or any part, nest, or
egg thereof of the foregoing eagles.
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STATE

e Fish & Game Code Sections Protecting Biological Resources:

e California Endangered Species Act of 1984: Fish and Game Code section 2050
et seq. protect California’s rare, threatened, and endangered species.

e Nest or Eggs: Fish and Game Code section 3503 protects California’s birds by
making it unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any
bird.

e Birds of Prey or Eggs: Fish and Game Code section 3503.5 protects California’s
birds of prey and their eggs by making it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any
birds of prey or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird.

e Migratory Birds: Fish and Game Code section 3513 protects California’s migratory
birds by making it unlawful to take or possess any migratory non-game bird as
designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or any part of such migratory non-game
bird.

e Fully Protected Species: Fish and Game Code sections 3511, 4700, 5050, 5515
prohibit take of animals, or their habitat, that are classified as “Fully Protected” in
California.

e Non-game Birds: Fish and Game Code sections 3800 et seq. protect all non-game
birds by making it unlawful to take non-game birds or parts of a bird unless
otherwise provided in this Code’s section.

e Significant Natural Areas: Fish and Game Code section 1930 et seq. designate
certain areas such as refuges, natural sloughs, riparian areas, and vernal pools as
significant wildlife habitat.

e Native Plant Protection Act of 1977: Fish and Game Code section 1900 et seq.
designate state rare, threatened, and endangered plants.

e Streambed Alteration Agreement: Fish and Game Code section 1600, requires
evaluation of project impacts to waterways, including impacts to vegetation and
wildlife from sediment, diversions, and other disturbances.

e California Code of Regulations — Endangered Species
Title 14, sections 670.2 and 670.5 list animals of California designated as rare,
threatened, or endangered.

e Regional Water Quality Control Board Certification

Federal Clean Water Act section 401 requires certification from the state for
discharge of dredge or fill material into Waters of the United States. The Regional
Board provides certification after reviewing the ACOE permit.

LOCAL

e City of Turlock General Plan Section 6 Open Space and Conservation Element
Open Space for the Preservation of Natural Resources.
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The City of Turlock General Plan does not designate any lands specifically for the
purpose of preserving natural resources, because no plant or animal species or
areas of special concern have been located in the Planning Area. Pastures,
vineyards, row crops, and orchards that are classified as Open Space for Resource
Management, however, may serve as habitat or foraging areas for a variety of
species.

Section 6.5 Open Space and Conservation Element - Vegetation and Wildlife
Lists the sensitive plant and animal species found in the regional planning area and
requires the City to take into consideration the following:

e 6.5-a Make efforts to enhance the diversity of Turlock’s flora and fauna;

e 6.5-b Consider creation of suitable habitats that can support a variety of plant
and animal species in designing new open spaces such as large community
parks;

e 6.5-c Consider the requirement of biological assessments in conjunction with the
preparation of new area-wide plans; and

e 6.5-d Consider establishment of special environmental review procedures, such
as site reconnaissance and certification by a biologist, as part of the project
development application process if new information to support existence of a
Rare, Endangered, or Threatened species becomes available.

County of Stanislaus Conservation/Open Space Plan Goal One
Encourage the protection and preservation of natural and scenic areas throughout
the County.

e Policy One — Maintain the natural environment in areas dedicated as parks and
open space;

e Policy Two — Assure compatibility between natural areas and development;

e Policy Three — Areas of sensitive wildlife habitat and plant life (e.g., vernal pools,
riparian habitats, flyways and other waterfowl habitats, etc.) including those
habitats and plant species listed in the General Plan Support Document or by
state or federal agencies shall be protected from development; and

e Policy Four — Protect and enhance oak woodlands and other native hardwood
habitat.

SETTING

REGIONAL

The proposed WEC project is located in the Central Valley approximately 50 miles west
of the foothills that rise to the Sierra Nevada Mountains, and 25 miles east of the Coast
Range. The northern portion of the Central Valley is known as the Sacramento Valley,
and is drained by the Sacramento River. The San Joaquin Valley makes up the
southern portion of the Central Valley and is drained by the San Joaquin River. The
proposed WEC is located in the northern part of the San Joaquin Valley in Stanislaus
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County. The San Joaquin River flows northward, about seven miles west of the site, to
join the Sacramento River before it enters the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

The Sierra Nevada Mountains and the Coast Range directly influence the climate of the
San Joaquin Valley. It rains an average of 12 inches a year in Stanislaus County.
Temperatures range from an average low of 38°F in the winter, to an average high in
the 90’s during the summer months (Stanislaus County, 2003). Rich soils and available
irrigation water have led to the development of the historic grassland and marsh habitat
for intensive agricultural production.

TID operates a series of irrigation canals and drains which deliver irrigation water to and
from agricultural fields throughout the region. The canals in the area as well as the
agricultural fields provide habitat for common species such as western scrub-jay
(Aphelocoma californica), mallards (Anas platyrhynchos), and raptors such as red-tailed
hawks (Buteo jamiacensis). Other animals found in the area include the California
ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) and coyote (Canis latrans). The common
species that are found in the region tend to do well in agricultural fields, irrigation canals
and disturbed habitats.

Most of the known locations of sensitive species found in the region occur along the
San Joaquin and Merced rivers to the west and south. Sensitive species that are found
within ten miles of the site include Swainson’s hawk, valley elderberry longhorn beetle,
alkali milk vetch, brittlescale, delta button-celery, heartscale, Merced monardella,
Sacramento splittail, vernal pool small scale and the western pond turtle (see
Biological Resources Table 1 for scientific names) (CH2MHill 2003f, Figure 2).

Recovery plans and critical habitat

Recovery Plan for the Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley

The Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley, California (USFWS
1998) covers 34 species of plants and animals that inhabit the San Joaquin Valley. This
Recovery Plan (Plan) takes an ecosystem approach to the recovery strategy. The San
Joaquin kit fox is listed as the umbrella species for the plan as it occurs in nearly all of
the natural communities covered. The giant kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ingens) is listed
as a keystone species in its community. A keystone species provides important or
essential components of the biological niche for other listed species. The species
covered in the Plan that are within the region of the WEC are a rare plant, the Merced
monardella and the San Joaquin kit fox.

Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Plants, Proposed Critical Habitat

The USFWS has proposed critical habitat for eleven vernal pool plants and four vernal
pool crustaceans in California and southern Oregon (USFWS 2002). Although there is
proposed critical habitat in Eastern Stanislaus County, and Northern Merced County,
none of the critical habitat units proposed are within the vicinity of the WEC. Landscape
that supports a vernal pool complex is typically grassland, with areas of topography or
relief, and an impermeable clay or hard pan layer that forms the pools. The pools may
be fed or connected by low drainage pathways called swales. Because of the root
restricting subsurface layer and sometime alkaline soils, trees are relatively rare in most
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vernal pool complexes. Upland areas associated with vernal pools are also an
important source of nutrients to vernal pool organisms. Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act requires conferences on Federal actions that are likely to result in the
destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat.

Giant Garter Snake

The Draft Recovery Plan for the Giant Garter Snake (USFWS 1999) outlines the
species’ life history, habitat needs, distribution throughout the Central Valley of
California, and the recovery strategy for the species. The ultimate goal of the Draft
Recovery Plan is to de-list the giant garter snake from the Federal Endangered Species
List when the Recovery Criteria are met. Loss of habitat remains the greatest threat,
but road kills may also be a significant mortality factor in areas where roads are in close
proximity to giant garter snake populations. Protection of existing habitat is one of the
key components of the recovery strategy for this species. Because of the loss of natural
habitat, giant garter snakes are often found in agricultural wetlands, drainage canals,
managed marshes, and adjacent uplands in the Sacramento Valley. In the San Joaquin
Valley they are known to inhabit the Mendota Wildlife Area, and the Grasslands of
western Merced County (USFWS 1999).

LOCAL AND SITE VICINITY

The primary land uses in the site vicinity are agriculture and industry, with the main
urban area of Turlock to the east of Highway 99, several miles from the proposed site.
The primary water conveyance features in the project area include irrigation canals and
drainages which are either earthen or cement lined. The Foster Farms Foster
Commodities — West Main facility and railroad tracks border the proposed WEC site on
the north. The site is bordered on the south, east and west by agriculture. During 2002
surveys, the fields were planted with corn (TID, 2002a) and wheat over the 2002-2003
winter (Crowe 2002). The fields are planted in corn again this year (Crowe 2003b).
Alfalfa and other crops are also grown in the area (TID 2002a, Figures 8.2-2A-H).

Along the existing dirt road that will be paved for site access are an earthen canal and a
0.5-acre area of riparian vegetation that includes Fremont cottonwood (Populus
fremontii), black walnut (Juglans hindsii), mulberry (Morus sp.) and tree-of-heaven
(Ailanthus altissima). The riparian patch receives water from the adjacent irrigation
canal which ends at the riparian area. No trees that will require removal or trimming are
located within the project site, or within the construction corridors of the linear facilities.

Along the canal and the dirt road is a berm that contains small mammal burrows and
could potentially be used by burrowing owls. Other bird species that could potentially
use the site for foraging habitat and the riparian area for nesting are Swainson’s hawks
and white-tailed kites. Although there are no California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) records for Swainson’s hawks within a 0.5 mile of the site, it isn’t an area that
has been well documented. There are previous records of nest sites along the San
Joaquin River approximately six miles from the main project site (TID 2002a, Table 8.2-
3). Swainson’s hawk preferred foraging habitats include: alfalfa, fallow fields, low
growing row or field crops, dry land and irrigated pasture and grain crops. Swainson’s
hawks have been known to range out to 18.0 miles from the nest in search of prey
(CDFG 1994).
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Bird surveys were conducted by CH2MHIill biologists in the spring of 2003. Particular
attention was paid to areas that could be nesting or foraging habitat for Swainson’s
hawks and burrowing owls. Although species such as white-tailed kite, northern harrier
(Circus cyaneus) and Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi) were observed in the general
area, no sensitive bird species were observed nesting or foraging at the site or along
the linear facilities (CH2MHIill 2003f, data response 25).

Other sensitive species that could be found at the site and along the linear facilities are
associated with vernal pools. No pools that could support vernal pool invertebrate
species were observed at the project site as the area is heavily disturbed from
agricultural practices. Along the gas pipeline route were ten depressions totaling about
0.14 acre that held water for up to approximately 5 weeks. The depressions are located
on the road shoulder and at the graveled area adjacent to the Walnut Substation. A
survey was completed with the depressions revisited every two weeks from January 3,
2003 to February 14, 2002. By January 31 most of the water had dried up and by
February 14 no water remained. No invertebrates or vegetation were observed or dip-
netted (CH2MHill 2003g). Dry season soil samples were collected on June 27, 2003
and were analyzed in the laboratory for cysts from sensitive vernal pool invertebrates.
No cysts were found in the soil samples (CH2MHill 2003g). Although no invertebrates
were observed the USFWS could require a second wet season survey. The USFWS
has indicated that they may accept the survey results since a wet and a dry season
survey have been completed and TID may not have to complete an additional wet
season survey (Harvey 2003).

A wetland survey was completed on April 8, 2003 for the project site and along the
linear facilities. The criteria used to identify potential wetlands or waters of the U.S. is
the method described in the ACOE Wetland Delineation Manual (1987). The ACOE
method requires the presence of 1) hydrophytic vegetation 2) hydric soils, and 3)
wetland hydrology. No wetlands were identified in the project survey besides the two
constructed treatment wetland ponds at the Turlock Wastewater Treatment Plant
(CH2MHIll 2003f, Attachment 26). The treatment wetland ponds will not be impacted by
construction of the WEC or the water pipelines.

Biological Resources Table 1 lists the wildlife and plant species of concern that were
observed or have the potential to be present in the project area. Complete lists of
species that were observed or could occur in the project vicinity are provided elsewhere
in documents submitted by TID (TID 2002b, Table 8.2-7; TID 2002a, Appendix Table
8.2-3; CH2MHIill 2003f, data responses 24, 25 and 26).

Power Plant Site and Laydown Area

The power plant site and laydown area are entirely within the agricultural field as
described above. The WEC will occupy 18 acres of agricultural fields and the lay down
area will occupy up to 51 acres during the construction phase. After construction is
complete, the lay down area will be returned to agricultural production (TID, 2002a p.
8.2-12).
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The WEC is being designed as a Zero Liquid Discharge Facility (ZLDF) for all cooling
and process water. In order to capture storm water flow there will be an approximately
0.75-acre triangular shaped storm water detention pond, fenced on two sides, with the
road and the cooling tower on the third side. Surface water is not expected to be in the
pond for extended periods of time, such that wetland habitat will be created. Following
a rain event, surface water may be present for up to two weeks, as it percolates into the
ground. The storm water is not being discharged off-site (CH2MHill 2002b). Surface
water in the storm water detention basin could provide forage habitat for bird species
such as great blue herons and waterfowl that utilize areas such as the irrigation canals
and the City of Turlock Wastewater Treatment Ponds.

The proposed WEC will also have two 132-foot tall heat recovery steam generator
(HRSG) stacks. TID is not proposing landscaping around the facilities.

Plant Access Road

The 1,900-foot long plant access road will consist of the conversion from an existing dirt
road that runs along the railroad tracks to a paved road. The road is located close to
the riparian area described above, and the potential burrowing owl locations. This road
will be used during plant operations to access the WEC.

Another road will be constructed from the railroad tracks to the power plant site, in order
to off-load equipment from the rail spur and transport it to the site. This short access
road will be about 100 feet long, although the exact location has not been identified
(CH2MHill 2003b, Response 34). It will be located in the agricultural field. The road will
be graveled and then returned to its preexisting condition after construction is complete.

Electrical Transmission Line

There will be two new electrical transmission lines, one 69-kV and the other 115-kV,
constructed for the project. They will be constructed to the specifications listed in the
Avian Power Line Interaction Committee Guidelines (APLIC 1996) (TID 2002a, p.8.2-
21). The transmission lines are approximately 1,950 feet long for the 115-kV line and
670 feet long for the 69-kV line. The 69-kV lines tie into existing lines south of the site
and west of the proposed storm water detention basin. The 115-kV lines tie into the
existing Walnut Substation west of the site and across Washington Avenue. The
transmission line towers will be located in the agricultural fields described above and
about 100 feet from the stormwater detention basin (TID 2003). The agricultural fields
are not flooded in the winter; they are planted with a winter crop such as wheat. The
fields do not provide preferred forage habitat for waterfowl and other bird species such
as great blue herons, although the storm water detention basin could provide forage
habitat when surface water is present.
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Biological Resources Table 1
Sensitive Species and Natural Communities
With the Potential to be Present in the WEC Project Area

Status*
Common Name Scientific Name Fed/State/other
Plants
Alkali milk-vetch Astragalus tener var. tener --/--/1B
Brittlescale Atriplex depressa --/--/1B
Delta button-celery Eryngium racemosum --/CE/1B
Heartscale Atriplex cordulata --/--/1B
Vernal pool smallscale Atriplex persistens FSC/--/1B
Merced monardella Monardella leucocephala FSC/--/1A
Invertebrates
Valley elderberry longhorn beetle Desmocerus californicus dimorphus | FT/--
California linderiella Linderiella occidentalis CSC/--/--
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp Lepidurus packardi FT/--/--
Conservancy fairy shrimp Branchinecta conservatio FE/--/--
Vernal pool fairy shrimp Branchinecta lynchi FE/--/--
Longhorn fairy shrimp Branchinecta longiantenna FE/--/--
Midvalley fairy shrimp Branchinecta mesovallensis FSC/--/--
Fishes
Central Valley steelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss FT/--/--
Central Valley fall/late-fall chinook Oncorhynchus tshawytscha FC/--/--
salmon
Sacramento splittail Pogonichthys macrolepidotus FT/--/--
Reptiles
Giant garter snake Thamnophis gigas FT/CT/--
Western pond turtle Clemmys marmorata --/CSC/--
Birds
Aleutian Canada goose Branta canadensis leucopareia FD/--/--
Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni --/CT/--
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis FSC/--/--
White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus FSC/FP/--
Western burrowing owl Athene cunicularia hypugaea FSC/CSC/--
Greater sandhill crane Grus canadensis tabida --ICT, FP/--
Snowy egret (rookery) Egretta thula --/FP/--
Long-billed curlew Numenius americanus FSCICT/--
White-faced ibis Plegadis chihi FSC/CSC/--
Mountain plover Charadrius montanus FP/CSC/--
Tricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor --/ICSC/--
California horned lark Eremophila alpestris actia --/ICSC/--
Grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus savannarum FSC/--/--
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus FSC/CSC/--
Mammals
San Joaquin pocket mouse Perognathus inornatus inornatus FSC/CSC/--
San Joagquin kit fox Vulpes macrotis mutica FE/CT/--

*Federal: FE =Federally Endangered; FT= Federally Threatened; FSC= Federal “Species of Special Concern”; FP= Federally
Proposed for listing;

State: CE= State listed as Endangered; CT= State listed as Threatened; FP=CDFG designated as “Fully Protected”;

CSC=CDFG designated “Species of Special Concern” Other: 1A = List 1A : Plants presumed extinct in California; 1B =List
1B:Plants that are rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere. California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of
Rare & Endangered Plants of California (2001).
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Natural Gas Pipeline

The 3.6-mile natural gas pipeline parallels paved roads from the PG&E Line 215
connection on Bradbury Road, north on Commons Road and east along the railroad
tracks to the site. The pipeline would be located on either side of Commons Road, and
will result in a 50 to 75-foot wide construction corridor. In 2002, agricultural fields
bordering Commons Road had crops such as corn and alfalfa, and disked fallow fields.
Also along Commons Road are a dairy, its sludge ponds, and other facilities. A snowy
egret and great blue heron were observed along the gas pipeline route (TID 2002b,
Table 8.2-7). The proposed route along ruderal habitat and road shoulders does not
provide significant foraging habitat for birds. There are potential nest trees for
Swainson’s hawks along the gas pipeline route.

As discussed above, the depressions that were dip-netted for invertebrate species and
where dry season soil samples were taken occur along the gas pipeline route. No
invertebrate species were observed in the pools, and no cysts were found in the soil
samples (CH2MHill 2003g).

The proposed pipeline construction method is to dry season open-cut trench except
where horizontal directional drilling (HDD) or jack and bore technology may be required
to cross the cement-lined canal called Lateral No. 5. The canal is usually dry in the
winter months, but during the growing season has water in it for deliveries to agricultural
users. HDD or jack and bore technology can be used to go under Lateral No. 5 without
disrupting the surface flow. The canal joins with the Harding Main Drain and empties
into the San Joaquin River downstream about seven miles from the proposed gas
pipeline crossing location. The canal has large gates downstream of the proposed gas
pipeline crossing that prevent fish from entering it, although there is the potential for a
fish to get over the gate. Where the main drain enters the San Joaquin River it forms a
large dirt irrigation canal that is poor quality, but suitable, for fish and Salmonid habitat.
Nationwide Permits 12 and 33 may be required by the ACOE to cross the canal since it
is considered “water of the U.S.” and is jurisdictional. Because the Canal is cement
lined and not a natural waterway, CDFG will not require a Streambed Alteration
Agreement Permit. The CDFG will require Notification through the Streambed Alteration
Agreement Permit process.

HDD technology requires the use of drilling mud such as bentonite as a lubricant. A
“frac-out” occurs when the bentonite returns to the surface through a fissure or crack. If
a frac-out occurs while the canal contains surface water then bentonite could migrate
downstream and smother benthic invertebrates, fish eggs, young fish and aquatic
plants.

Water Supply and Pipeline

The WEC will have two water supply pipelines, one for potable water and the other for
reclaimed water to be used for cooling. The City of Turlock is constructing a wastewater
treatment facility that should be online by May 2006. Until reclaimed water becomes
available, the applicant has proposed the use of potable water from existing TID wells
for construction and operation. The WEC will use reclaimed water for cooling when the
tertiary treatment plant is completed, although the city well water will be used as the
potable water supply, and as a back-up source for cooling water (see Water Resources
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section). Since the majority of well water will be used temporarily and tertiary treated
wastewater will be used when the treatment plant is online, there are no fish species

that will be affected by the use of the proposed water supply.

The potable water pipeline route follows Rubble Road east along some commercial
properties until South Tegner Road where it will tie into the existing City of Turlock’s
main water line (TID 2002a, p. 7-2). The reclaimed water pipeline will parallel the
potable water pipeline route but instead of ending at South Tegner Road, will head
south and then east through some fields to the wastewater treatment plant. The fields

were fallow in 2002.

A loggerhead shrike was observed along the water pipeline route during Fall 2002
reconnaissance surveys (TID 2002b, Table 8.2-7). The spring surveys discussed
previously included the water pipeline route. No wetlands, rare plants or nesting birds
were observed along the construction corridor (CH2MHill 2003f, Data Responses 24, 25

and 26).

ANALYSIS AND IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL ADVERSE IMPACTS

PROJECT SPECIFIC DIRECT AND INDIRECT IMPACTS
Potential impacts to biological resources from the construction, operation, and

maintenance activities of the proposed project include:

e permanent and temporary loss of agricultural habitat that provides wildlife foraging
habitat from the project footprint, lay down area and linear facilities; and

e potential mortality and/or injury to wildlife during construction, and from the project’s
transmission lines and emission stacks.

Permanent and Temporary Loss of Habitat

The proposed project will result in temporary and permanent habitat loss. Agricultural
land can provide foraging and nesting habitat for special-status species such as
Swainson’s hawks and burrowing owls if they are present in the area. A summary of
project-related permanent and temporary acreage impacts is provided in Biological

Resources Table 2, below.
Biological Resources Table 2
Permanent and Temporary Impacts (Acres)

PROJECT COMPONENT Permanent Temporary
Power plant site 16 acres N/A
Access roads 1.9 acres N/A
Construction Lay down N/A 51 acres
Natural Gas Pipeline N/A 33 acres
Potable water supply pipeline* N/A 10.9 acres
Recycled water supply pipeline* N/A 8.5 acres
Transmission Lines 0.1 acres 3.6 acres
Total 18.0 acres 107 acres

Source: TID 2002a

* For 0.9 mile the Potable and Recycled water pipelines will be in the same trench
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Loss of habitat is the primary cause of population declines of special-status species in
the San Joaquin Valley (USFWS 1998, p. ix). It is also cited as a reason for decline in
Swainson’s hawk (CDFG 1994) and burrowing owl (CDFG 1995) populations. An
estimate of 18.0 acres of permanent agricultural habitat will be lost from the project
footprint and linear facilities. Surveys were conducted to assess avian nesting and
foraging habitat in the vicinity of the WEC and along the linear facilities. No burrowing
owls were observed using the site, or along the linear facilities. Swainson’s hawks were
not seen nesting, foraging or soaring in the survey area. Swainson’s hawk and
burrowing owl foraging habitat will not be impacted by construction of the WEC.
Therefore, habitat losses are not considered significant and mitigation for habitat loss is
not required.

San Joaquin kit fox are present in the region of the proposed WEC, but are unlikely to
be present in the immediate area (Zerrenner 2003). Giant garter snakes are also not
known to occur within the project vicinity (USFWS 1999 and Zerrenner 2003). There
will be no habitat loss impacts to these two species at the proposed WEC.

The natural gas and water supply pipelines will be sited within road shoulders and
ruderal habitat. The lay down area will be returned to agriculture use when construction
of the WEC is complete. Once construction is complete there will be no additional
habitat disturbance or loss. Therefore, no significant impacts to the species listed in
Biological Resources Table 1 from temporary habitat loss are expected.

Species Mortality and Injury

Sensitive Plants

No sensitive plants were observed during reconnaissance or special status plant
surveys of the project site and linear facilities. The only plant listed as occurring in the
area, Merced monardella, is found in valley and foothill grasslands with sandy soils. It
was last seen in 1941, and may have been extirpated by agriculture (CNPS 2001). The
other sensitive plant species listed in Biological Resources Table 1 are either
associated with vernal pools or riparian areas along a water course that is subject to
periodic flooding (CNPS 2001). No vernal pools or riparian areas will be impacted by
construction or operation of the WEC. Construction and operation of the WEC will not
impact sensitive plant species.

Sensitive Wildlife

Invertebrates

Individuals of listed crustaceans and their cysts identified in Biological Resources
Table 1 may be directly injured or killed by activities leading to the destruction of the
pools in which they exist, or indirectly injured by changes in hydrology, building of roads,
use of pesticides/herbicides and introduced predators (USFWS 1996). Impacts to
individuals or cysts require a consultation with the USFWS under the Federal
Endangered Species Act.

August 2003 4.2-11 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES



The wet season survey and the follow up dry season survey resulted in no invertebrates
or cysts observed (CH2MHIill 2003g). The USFWS is reviewing the survey results and
will decide on the need for an additional wet season survey and consultation. Although
staff believes it is unlikely that another survey will be required, Condition of Certification
BI10O-12 requires the Commission to be informed if the USFWS determines that another
survey is necessary.

Fish

The sensitive fish species identified in Biological Resources Table 1 could be
impacted during construction of the gas pipeline if the HDD or jack and bore
construction method caused a frac-out and bentonite migrated downstream. A
contingency plan to respond and contain a frac-out will reduce impacts to a less than
significant level.

There will be no impacts to fish species from water use since the WEC will use
reclaimed water for cooling, the potable water source is from existing City of Turlock
wells and the WEC is a ZLDF. Storm water will be not be discharged and the storm
water detention pond will not provide suitable habitat for fisheries. Staff has not
identified any impacts to sensitive fish species from the operation of the WEC.

Reptiles

Giant garter snakes will not be impacted by project activities, since they are not known
to inhabit the project site or occur along the linear facilities (Zerrenner 2003).

Western pond turtles may be found in the irrigation canal that borders the access road
to the site and are known to occur in the San Joaquin River. It is unlikely that pond
turtles inhabit Lateral No. 5, since it is cement lined, and there are no basking logs or
shags to provide habitat. Western pond turtles in the San Joaquin River or in the
Harding Main Drain could be adversely impacted if there was a frac-out during the HDD
under Lateral No. 5, or in areas where construction activities are near earthen canals. A
frac-out that is not contained could change the water quality in turtle habitat and turtles
may be injured by the clean up crew. Surveys for western pond turtles will be included
as part of the frac-out contingency plan, and completed prior to clean up, if the clean up
is in turtle habitat. In order to minimize impacts, a frac-out emergency plan will be in
place, and drilling mud will be contained before moving downstream to the San Joaquin
River. A draft frac-out emergency plan has been submitted (CH2MHill 2003b).

Birds

Burrowing owls could be impacted by construction activities if they are occupying the
berms near the railroad tracks and the project site or along the linear facilities.
Harassment to either individuals or pairs will occur if they are within 250 feet of
construction activities during nesting season or 160 feet during non-nesting season.
Nesting season is defined as February 1 to August 31 each year (CBOC 1993; CDFG
1995). Burrowing owl survey results have been submitted (CH2MHill 2003f, data
response 25). Although they were not present in the area, follow-up preconstruction
surveys should be completed prior to the initiation of construction to confirm that no
individuals or pairs have moved into the area. It is unlikely that the WEC will have a
significant impact on nesting or foraging burrowing owils.
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Construction activity near a Swainson’s hawk nest that causes nest abandonment or
unsuccessful fledging of chicks would result in a significant impact. Spring surveys did
not identify nesting Swainson’s hawks within 0.5-mile of project activities. Although they
were not nesting in the project area in 2003 surveys should be completed in accordance
with the Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys
in California’s Central Valley (CDFG 2000). It is unlikely that nesting Swainson’s hawks
will be impacted by construction of the WEC.

Other birds identified in Biological Resources Table 1 may be found utilizing the
agricultural field or the irrigation ditches for foraging or nesting habitat. If nests of birds
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or other CDFG codes (see LORS section)
were taken as a result of project activities, then it would be considered a significant
impact. Activities that result in take or needless destruction of nests or eggs of any
protected bird is considered a significant impact. The riparian area described above
along the access road will not be affected by project activities so it is unlikely that
impacts to birds using that area will occur.

Avian Electrocution

The WEC transmission lines, if not constructed according to current guidelines, have
the potential to electrocute birds. Installation of transmission lines and construction of
the transmission line towers according to the guidelines suggested by the Avian
Powerline Interaction Committee (APLIC 1996) will greatly reduce the likelihood that
birds will be electrocuted.

Avian Collision

Bird collisions with electric transmission lines, transmission line ground wires, and
exhaust stacks can result in significant bird losses when these structures are located in
areas where suitable habitat attracts bird populations. Most bird collisions occur in
inclement weather during migration, or movement between feeding and resting grounds
(APLIC 1994). The storm water pond, as designed, will be east of the proposed 69kV
transmission lines. After a rain event the storm water pond may provide some resting
and foraging habitat for waterfowl and other species such as egrets and great blue
herons. While it is unlikely that there will be a significant impact from avian collisions
with the power lines, information on what species are using the pond, and how long
water remains after a rain event will be helpful in assessing bird use of the area and
whether birds are colliding with the transmission lines.

The proposed stack height of 132 feet (AFC, p. 8.1-46) is of similar height as the
industrial facilities to the north, which range from 80 to 170 feet tall (AFC Figure 2.2-2b).
Towers less than 200 feet tall do not usually have bird kills associated with them, as
they are not normally lighted to meet Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
requirements (Towerkill.com 2003). Flashing and solid red lights have been shown to
cause significant increases in bird strikes with towers and, if feasible, should not be
used. The USFWS recommends that unless required by the FAA for towers over 199
feet tall, only white (preferred) or red strobe lights should be used (USFWS 2000).
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The FAA would not require lighting for this project, as the stacks are less than 199 feet
tall, but TID proposes to light the facilities for safety, security and operation. Lights will
be hooded and point downwards (TID 2002a, p. 8.11-12). In order to reduce the
potential avian collision impacts lights should also meet the USFWS recommendation
and be either white or red strobe lights.

Power Plant Emissions

Air emissions for the HRSG stacks and cooling tower will not have a significant impact
on surrounding vegetation and soils. Pollutants emitted from the stacks include carbon
monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen and sulfur (NOx and SO,), unburned hydrocarbons
(VOC), and inhalable particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to
10 microns (PM3p). The turbines will be equipped with dry low-NOy combustors that
minimize the formation of NOy and CO. To further reduce NOx and CO emissions,
selective catalytic reduction (SCR) and oxidation catalyst control systems will be utilized
(TID 2002a, p 8.1-35).

The maximum one-hour CO emissions of 187 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m°)
predicted from the stack, combined with the maximum one-hour CO background air
concentration of 5,730 ng/m°, results in a total predicted one-hour concentration of
5,917 pg/m®. This is below ambient air quality standards (23,000 pg/m®) and below
concentrations known to result in growth retardation in plants (115,000 pg/m®) and
below the concentration found to result in slight reduction of nitrogen fixation (113,000
ug/m°®) (TID 2002a, p. 8.1-53).

The maximum annual SO, concentrations of 5.7 ug/m® predicted from the stacks
combined with the SO, background air concentration of 23.6 ug/m?®, is lower than the
threshold for chronic plant injury estimated at 130 ug/m* (TID 2002a, p. 8.1-53).

The maximum predicted annual average of NO, emissions for this project (0.60 pg/m®)
is lower than the 219.0 pg/m3threshold limits that can cause decreases in dry weight
and leaf area on plants (TID 2002a, p. 8.1-53). The maximum annual predicted
concentration for PMy from the WEC is 0.3 ug/m®. Combined with the maximum
ambient background concentration of 33 ng/m®measured in the project area, this will
result in a total impact of 33.3 ug/m?® (TID 2002a, page 8.1-53).

There are no nitrogen sensitive habitats within the vicinity of the proposed WEC such as
serpentine soils, or scrub habitat, which could be impacted by power plant emissions.
Emissions from the HRSG stacks will not have a significant affect on surrounding
vegetation and soils. Furthermore, there are no Class 1 Wilderness Areas within the
project vicinity that could be affected by emissions from the WEC.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are those that result from the incremental impacts of an action
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of
who is responsible for such actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.
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The area surrounding the WEC is primarily used for farming, dairies and industry. As
agricultural and open space areas in the San Joaquin Valley are developed for urban,
industrial and municipal uses there is increasing pressure put on species that use those
habitats for nesting and forage. Habitat loss is cited as one of the main concerns with
the species that reside within the site vicinity. No sensitive species were observed
during reconnaissance level surveys, or follow up spring surveys. There will be no
cumulative impacts from the project to habitat loss.

Since the proposed WEC will be using reclaimed water when the tertiary treatment plant

is completed, and the potable water supply is from existing wells, there will not be any
cumulative impacts to aquatic biological resources from water use.

MITIGATION

TID has proposed the following general project construction measures to lessen
impacts to biological resources (TID 2002a, pp. 8.2-19, -20). Staff agrees with the
measures and has incorporated them into staff’'s proposed Biological Resources
Conditions of Certification.

GENERAL PROTECTION MEASURES

TID Proposed Measures

e Provide mitigation construction monitoring by a qualified Designated Biologist and
onsite Biological Monitors during construction activities near sensitive habitats (B1O-
1, BIO-2 and BIO-3);

e Provide worker environmental awareness training for all construction personnel that
identifies the sensitive biological resources and measures required to minimize
project impacts during construction and operation (BIO-4);

e Prepare a Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan
(BRMIMP) that outlines how the applicant will implement the mitigation measures
developed in order to maintain any action authorized, funded, or carried out by state
or federal lead agencies (B1O-5);

e Avoid sensitive habitats and species during construction by developing construction
exclusion zones and fencing around sensitive areas (BIO-2 and BIO-11);

e Conduct additional preconstruction surveys for sensitive species in potential impact
areas during the spring before construction begins, particularly within 500 feet of
potential burrowing owl burrows or within 0.5 mile of potential Swainson’s hawk
nests (BIO-11);

e Prepare construction monitoring and compliance reports that analyze the
effectiveness of the mitigation measures (BIO-2); and

e Restore all areas not required for permanent easements and development to
preconstruction conditions, including topography, hydrology, topsoil, and if
appropriate, revegetation that focuses on erosion control (BIO-5 and BIO-11).
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Staff Proposed Measures

Staff recommends the following additional general measures to reduce potential
impacts:

e Inspect active construction areas where animals may become trapped prior to
construction commencing each day. At the end of the day, inspect for the installation
of structures that prevent entrapment or allow escape during periods of construction
inactivity (B1O-2);

e Make certain that all food-related trash is disposed of in closed containers and
removed at least once a week. Feeding of wildlife shall be prohibited (BIO-11);

e Prohibit pets and non-security related firearms from being brought to the site (BIO-
11).

TID and staff proposed mitigation measures will help reduce potential impacts during
construction activities.

MITIGATION TO REDUCE INDIVIDUAL INJURY OR MORTALITY

TID proposes the following mitigation measures if sensitive species were found on the
project site, or along the linear facilities during preconstruction surveys and construction
monitoring activities (TID 2002a, pp. 8.2-20 —22). Staff has incorporated the mitigation
measures into the Biological Resources Conditions of Certification.

Fish

TID Proposed Measures

TID proposes the following mitigation measures to reduce impacts to fisheries. Staff
agrees with the measures and has incorporated them into Biological Resources
Conditions of Certification.

Avoid Lateral No. 5 and downstream reaches of Harding Drain habitats with
modifications to gas pipeline design that include use of a trenchless construction
method (HDD or jack-and-bore) or construction during the dry season (BIO-11);

If deemed necessary by the CDFG or Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
notify the CDFG through the Streambed Alteration Agreement program and the
RWQCB through water quality certification about the HDD or jack-and-bore activities (if
that construction method is used) that includes protection measures for biological
resources downstream (BIO-7 and B10-8);

Develop a contingency plan for response to a potential frac-out into waterways during
drilling activities (B10-5); and

Implement erosion control measures in the temporary impact areas, especially near

drainages and waterways and revegetate temporary disturbance areas with like species
(i.e. grassland species in grassland areas) (BIO-5 and BIO-11).
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Staff Proposed measures

Staff does not recommend additional mitigation measures to reduce impacts to
fisheries. With implementation of the mitigation measures, potential impacts to fisheries
will be reduced to less than significant levels.

Reptiles

TID Proposed Measures

TID proposes the following mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the western pond
turtle. Staff agrees with the measures and has incorporated them into the Biological
Resources Conditions of Certification.

1. Complete preconstruction surveys in project construction zones to find and
relocate individual animals prior to ground disturbance activities (BIO-2);

Set up construction zone limits in the vicinity of any potential western pond turtle habitat
using silt fencing and signage indicating the area is protected and not accessible to
construction equipment and materials (B1O-11);

Relocate western pond turtles encountered in the construction zone to safe areas
outside the construction zone limits (BIO-2); and

Provide a qualified Biological Monitor during construction in potential western pond
turtle habitat (B10O-2).
Staff Proposed Measures

Staff does not recommend additional mitigation measures to reduce impacts to western
pond turtles. With implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts will be
reduced to less than significant levels.

Birds

TID Proposed Measures

TID proposes the following mitigation measures to reduce impacts. Staff agrees with the
measures and has incorporated them into Biological Resources Conditions of
Certification.

1. Construct the 115-kV and 69-kV electric transmission lines by meeting the
clearance and separation distances specified in G.O. 95 and the Avian Powerline
Committee Guidelines (APLIC and 1997) (B10-10); and

2. Provide safety lighting that points downward to reduce avian collisions (BIO-10).

Staff Proposed Measures

Staff recommends that the following additional mitigation measures be implemented.
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TID shall construct the transmission lines to meet the recommended measures in the
APLIC document Mitigating Bird Collisions With Power Lines: The State of the Art in
1994 (APLIC 1994) (BIO-10);

Monitor bird use of the storm water detention basin and the transmission line crossing to
identify which birds are using the area for foraging or resting habitat; A plan will be
developed to monitor the site after a rain event when standing water in the storm water
detention basin may attract birds. The plan will be included in the BRMIMP (BI10O-5);
and

Use either white or red strobe lights to reduce the collision risk of birds with the towers
(B1O-10).

Implementation of TID’s and staff's proposed mitigation measures will reduce the
identified impacts to less than significant levels.

FACILITY CLOSURE

Sometime in the future, the WEC will experience either a planned closure, or be
unexpectedly (either temporarily or permanently) closed. When facility closure occurs, it
must be done in such a way as to protect the environment and public health and safety.
To address facility closure, an “on-site contingency plan” will be developed by the
project owner, and approved by the Energy Commission CPM. Facility Closure
mitigation measures will also be included in the BRMIMP (BIO-6).

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS

Staff received a letter from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS 2003)
commenting on staff's PSA and potential impacts on salmonids in the project area.
NMFS supports staff’'s assessment regarding the lack of direct impacts with the
implementation of the following mitigation measures; abiding by a frac-out response
plan, minimizing erosion in the construction zone, and revegetating disturbed ground
especially near waterways and drainages. NMFS also supports staff's Biological
Resources Conditions of Certification.

NMFS comments regarding water use are addressed in the Water Resources section

and a discussion of the project’s potential for growth inducing impacts can be found in
the Land Use section of this FSA.

CONCLUSIONS

CONCLUSION

Staff believes that impacts from construction of the WEC will be reduced to less than
significant levels with the implementation of all of the mitigation measures and adoption
of the following Conditions of Certification.
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COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

TID would be required to enter into a Federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 or
Section 10 consultation with the USFWS if the USFWS requires an additional survey
and vernal pool invertebrate species are present on the project site or along the linear
facilities (BIO-12). In addition, CDFG has recommended that TID file a Streambed
Alteration Agreement Application to serve as notification for activities that could affect
water quality. The Streambed Alteration Agreement Notification is for the gas pipeline
crossing of the Lateral No. 5 canal (BIO-7). Since no state listed species were
observed during spring surveys a CDFG 2081 Incidental Take Permit is not required.

TID will also be required by the ACOE to file for a Nationwide Permit to cross the Lateral
No. 5 canal. Since TID will need a Nationwide Permit the Regional Water Quality
Control Board also requires water quality certification. Staff has recommended that the
applicant apply for these two permits (BIO-8 and BI10-9). When TID receives all of the
required permits the WEC will be in compliance with LORS.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

DESIGNATED BIOLOGIST SELECTION

BIO-1  The project owner shall submit the resume, including contact information, of
the proposed Designated Biologist and Biological Monitors to the CPM for
approval.

Verification: The project owner shall submit the specified information at least 60 days
prior to the start of any site (or related facilities) mobilization. Site and related facility
activities shall not commence until an approved Designated Biologist and Biological
Monitors are available to be on site.

The Designated Biologist must meet the following minimum qualifications:

1. Bachelor's Degree in biological sciences, zoology, botany, ecology, or a closely
related field,;

2. Three years of experience in field biology or current certification of a nationally
recognized biological society, such as The Ecological Society of America or The
Wildlife Society;

3. At least one year of field experience with biological resources found in or near the
project area; and

If a Designated Biologist needs to be replaced, the specified information of the
proposed replacement must be submitted to the CPM at least ten working days prior to
the termination or release of the preceding Designated Biologist.

DESIGNATED BIOLOGIST DUTIES

BI1O-2 The project owner shall ensure that the Designated Biologist and Biological
Monitors shall perform the following during any site (or related facilities)
mobilization, ground disturbance, grading, construction, operation, and
closure activities:
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. Advise the project owner's Construction and Operation Managers on the

implementation of the biological resources Conditions of Certification;

. Be available to supervise or conduct mitigation, monitoring, and other

biological resources compliance efforts, particularly in areas requiring
avoidance or containing sensitive biological resources, such as wetlands
and special status species or their habitat;

. Clearly mark sensitive biological resource areas and inspect these areas

at appropriate intervals for compliance with regulatory terms and
conditions;

Inspect active construction areas where animals may have become
trapped prior to construction commencing each day. At the end of the day,
inspect for the installation of structures that prevent entrapment or allow
escape during periods of construction inactivity. Periodically inspect areas
with high vehicle activity (i.e. parking lots) for animals in harms way;

. Notify the project owner and the CPM of any non-compliance with any

biological resources Condition of Certification; and

. Respond directly to inquiries of the CPM regarding biological resource

issues.

Verification: The project owner shall ensure that the Designated Biologist maintains
written records of the tasks described above, and summaries of these records shall be
submitted in the Monthly Compliance Reports.

During project operation, the Designated Biologist shall submit record summaries in the
Annual Compliance Report.

DESIGNATED BIOLOGIST AUTHORITY

BIO-3

The project owner's Construction/Operation Manager shall act on the advice
of the Designated Biologist to ensure conformance with the biological
resources Conditions of Certification.

If required by the Designated Biologist, the project owner's Construction/
Operation Manager shall halt all site mobilization, ground disturbance,
grading, construction, and operation activities in areas specified by the
Designated Biologist.

The Designated Biologist shall:
1. Require a halt to all activities in any area when determined that there shall

be adverse impact to biological resources if the activities continued;

Inform the project owner and the Construction/Operation Manager when to
resume activities; and

. Notify the CPM if there is a halt of any activities, and advise the CPM of

any corrective actions that have been taken, or will be instituted, as a
result of the halt.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 4.2-20 August 2003



Verification: The project owner shall ensure that the Designated Biologist notifies the
CPM immediately (and no later than the following morning of the incident, or Monday
morning in the case of a weekend) of any non-compliance or a halt of any site
mobilization, ground disturbance, grading, construction, and operation activities. The
project owner shall notify the CPM of the circumstances and actions being taken to
resolve the problem.

Whenever corrective action is taken by the project owner, a determination of success or
failure will be made by the CPM within five working days after receipt of notice that
corrective action is completed, or the project owner will be notified by the CPM that
coordination with other agencies will require additional time before a determination can
be made.

WORKER ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS PROGRAM

BIO-4  The project owner shall develop and implement a CPM approved Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) in which each of its employees,
as well as employees of contractors and subcontractors who work on the
project site or any related facilities during site mobilization, ground
disturbance, grading, construction, operation and closure are informed about
sensitive biological resources associated with the project.

The WEAP must:

1. Be developed by or in consultation with the Designated Biologist and
consist of an on-site or training center presentation in which supporting
written material is made available to all participants;

2. Discuss the locations and types of sensitive biological resources on the
project site and adjacent areas;

3. Present the reasons for protecting these resources;

4. Present the meaning of various temporary and permanent habitat
protection measures;

5. lIdentify whom to contact if there are further comments and questions
about the material discussed in the program; and

6. Include a training acknowledgment form to be signed by each worker
indicating that they received training and shall abide by the guidelines.

The specific program can be administered by a competent individual(s)
acceptable to the Designated Biologist.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of any site (or related facilities)
mobilization, the project owner shall provide to the CPM two (2) copies of the WEAP
and all supporting written, visual and electronic media materials prepared or reviewed
by the Designated Biologist and a resume of the person(s) administering the program.
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The project owner shall provide in the Monthly Compliance Report the number of
persons who have completed the training in the prior month and a running total of all
persons who have completed the training to date.

The signed training acknowledgement forms shall be kept on file by the project owner
for a period of at least six months after the start of commercial operation.

During project operation, signed statements for active project operational personnel
shall be kept on file for six months following the termination of an individual's

employment.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES MITIGATION IMPLEMENTATION AND
MONITORING PLAN (BRMIMP)

BIO-5  The project owner shall submit two copies of the proposed BRMIMP to the
CPM (for review and approval) and to CDFG and USFWS (for review and
comment) and shall implement the measures identified in the approved
BRMIMP.

The final BRMIMP shall identify;

1.

All biological resources mitigation, monitoring, and compliance measures
proposed and agreed to by the project owner;

All biological resources Conditions of Certification identified in the
Commission’s Final Decision;

All biological resource mitigation, monitoring and compliance measures
required in federal agency terms and conditions, such as those provided in
the USFWS Biological Opinion or ACOE Nationwide Permit;

All biological resources mitigation, monitoring and compliance measures
required in other state agency terms and conditions, such as those
provided in the Streambed Alteration Agreement Notification and
Regional Water Quality Control Board permits;

All biological resources mitigation, monitoring and compliance measures
required in local agency permits, such as site grading and landscaping
requirements;

All sensitive biological resources to be impacted, avoided, or mitigated by
project construction, operation and closure;

7. All required mitigation measures for each sensitive biological resource;

8. A detailed description of measures that shall be taken to avoid or mitigate

temporary disturbances from construction activities;

All locations on a map, at an approved scale, of sensitive biological
resource areas subject to disturbance and areas requiring temporary
protection and avoidance during construction;

10. Aerial photographs, at an approved scale, of all areas to be disturbed

during project construction activities - one set prior to any site or related
facilities mobilization disturbance and one set subsequent to completion of
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project construction. Include planned timing of aerial photography and a
description of why times were chosen;

11.Duration for each type of monitoring and a description of monitoring
methodologies and frequency;

12. Performance standards to be used to help decide if/when proposed
mitigation is or is not successful;

13. All performance standards and remedial measures to be implemented if
performance standards are not met;

14. A discussion of biological resources related facility closure measures;

15. A process for proposing plan modifications to the CPM and appropriate
agencies for review and approval,

16. A copy of all biological resources permits obtained,;

17.A contingency plan for response to a potential frac-out into waterways
during drilling activities;

18. A copy of the restoration and revegetation plan; and

19. A plan for monitoring the storm water detention basin for bird use and the
transmission lines for bird kills.

Verification: The project owner shall provide the specified document at least 60 days
prior to start of any site (or related facilities) mobilization. Permits shall be included in
the BRMIMP prior to disturbance in biologically sensitive areas. The CPM, in
consultation with the CDFG, the USFWS and any other appropriate agencies, will
determine the BRMIMP’s acceptability within 45 days of receipt.

The project owner shall notify the CPM no less than five working days before
implementing any modifications to the approved BRMIMP to obtain CPM approval.

Any changes to the approved BRMIMP must also be approved by the CPM in
consultation with CDFG, the USFWS and appropriate agencies to ensure no conflicts
exist.

The project owner shall include monitoring and mitigation information in the monthly
reports. Within thirty (30) days after completion of project construction, the project
owner shall provide to the CPM, for review and approval, a written report identifying
which items of the BRMIMP have been completed, a summary of all modifications to
mitigation measures made during the project's site mobilization, ground disturbance,
grading, and construction phases, and which mitigation and monitoring items are still
outstanding.

CLOSURE PLAN MEASURES

BIO-6 The project owner shall incorporate into the permanent or unexpected
permanent closure plan, and the BRMIMP, measures that address the local
biological resources.

The planned permanent or unexpected permanent closure plan shall address
the following biological resources related mitigation measures:
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1. Removal of transmission conductors when they are no longer used and
useful;

2. Removal of all power plant site facilities and related facilities;

3. Measures to restore wildlife habitat to promote the re-establishment of
native plant and wildlife species; and

4. Revegetation of the plant site and other disturbed areas utilizing
appropriate seed mixture, if it shall not returned to agricultural production.

Verification: At least 12 months prior to commencement of closure activities, the
project owner shall address all biological resources related issues associated with
facility closure, in a Biological Resources Element. The Biological Resources Element
shall be incorporated into the Facility Closure Plan and the BRMIMP and include a
complete discussion of the local biological resources and proposed facility closure
mitigation measures.

STREAMBED ALTERATION AGREEMENT

BIO-7 The project owner shall submit a Streambed Alteration Agreement Notification
to the CDFG (per Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code) and incorporate
the biological resource related terms and conditions into the project’s
BRMIMP.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of gas pipeline mobilization activities the
project owner shall submit to the CPM a copy of the final CDFG Streambed Alteration
Agreement Notification.

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD CERTIFICATION

BIO-8 The project owner shall acquire the Regional Water Quality Control Board
Section 401 state Clean Water Act certification, and incorporate the biological
resource related terms and conditions into the project's BRMIMP.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of any site or related facilities
mobilization activities, the project owner shall provide the CPM with a copy of the final
Regional Water Quality Control Board'’s certification.

U. S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS SECTION 404 PERMIT

BI1O-9 The project owner shall provide a final copy of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act permit. The biological
resources related terms and conditions contained in the permit shall be
incorporated into the project’'s BRMIMP.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of any site or related facilities
mobilization activities, the project owner shall submit to the CPM a copy of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers permit.
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PREVENTATIVE DESIGN MITIGATION FEATURES

BIO-10 The project owner shall modify the project design to incorporate all feasible
measures that avoid or minimize impacts to the local biological resources.

Protocol:
1. Design transmission line poles, access roads, pulling sites, and storage
and parking areas to avoid identified sensitive resources;

2. Design and construct transmission lines and all electrical components to
reduce the likelihood of electrocutions of large birds (APLIC 1994 and
1996); and

3. Provide safety lighting that points downward; and

4. Use either white or red strobe lights to reduce the collision risk of birds
with the towers

Verification: All mitigation measures and their implementation methods shall be
included in the BRMIMP.

CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION MANAGEMENT TO AVOID
HARASSMENT OR HARM

BIO-11 The project owner shall manage their construction site, and related facilities,
in a manner to avoid or minimizes impacts to the local biological resources.
The project owner shall:

1. Temporarily fence and provide wildlife escape ramps for construction
areas that contain steep walled holes or trenches if outside of an
approved, permanent exclusionary fence;

2. Make certain all food-related trash is disposed of in closed containers and
removed at least once a week. Feeding of wildlife shall be prohibited;

3. Prohibit non-security related firearms or weapons from being brought to
the site;

4. Prohibit pets from being brought to the site;

5. Report all inadvertent deaths of sensitive species to the appropriate
project representative. Injured animals shall be reported to CDFG and the
project owner shall follow instructions that are provided by CDFG;

6. Conduct additional preconstruction surveys for sensitive species in
potential impact areas during the spring before construction begins; and

7. Restore all areas not required for permanent easements and development
to preconstruction conditions, including topography, hydrology, topsoil,
and if appropriate, revegetation that focuses on erosion control;

8. Use a trenchless construction method (HDD or jack-and-bore) or cross
Lateral No. 5 during the dry season;
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Verification: All mitigation measures and their implementation methods shall be
included in the BRMIMP.

FEDERAL BIOLOGICAL OPINION

BIO-12  If required, the project owner shall provide final copies of the Biological
Opinion per Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act obtained from
the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The terms and conditions contained in
the Biological Opinion shall be incorporated into the project's BRMIMP.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of any site or related facilities
mobilization activities, the project owner shall submit to the CPM a copy of the U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service’s Biological Opinion, or a written record of communication with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and any supporting documentation stating that a
Biological Opinion is not required.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Testimony of Gary Reinoehl

INTRODUCTION

This cultural resources analysis identifies potential impacts of the proposed Walnut
Energy Center on cultural resources, as defined under state and federal law. The
primary concern in the cultural resources analysis for this project is to ensure that all
potential impacts are identified and that conditions are set forth that ensure that impacts
are mitigated below a level of significance under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

Staff provides a cultural overview of the project, as well as analyses of potential impacts
from the project using criteria from the CEQA. If cultural resources are identified, staff
determines whether there may be project related impacts to identified resources and if
the resource is eligible for the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). If the
resources meet the eligibility requirements for the CRHR, staff recommends mitigation
that attempts to ensure that no significant impacts will occur and that will reduce
impacts to the cultural resource to a less than significant level, if possible.

There is always a potential that a project may impact a previously unidentified resource
or may impact an identified historical resource in an unanticipated manner. Staff,
therefore, recommends procedures in the conditions of certification that mitigate these
potential impacts.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

The following laws, ordinances, regulations, standards, and policies (LORS) apply to the
protection of cultural resources in California. Projects licensed by the Energy
Commission are reviewed to ensure compliance with these LORS.

FEDERAL

e Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61. Federal Guidelines for Historic
Preservation Projects: The U.S. Secretary of the Interior has published a set of
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation. These are
considered to be the appropriate professional methods and techniques for the
preservation of archeological and historic properties. The Secretary’s standards and
guidelines are used by federal agencies, such as the Forest Service, the Bureau of
Land Management, and the National Park Service. The State Historic Preservation
Office refers to these standards in its requirements for mitigation of impacts to
cultural resources on public lands in California.

e Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 800 et seq., the implementing regulations
of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. § 470 requires
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic
properties through consultations beginning at the early stages of project planning.
The regulations implementing this act, which were revised in 1997, set forth
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procedures to be followed for determining eligibility of cultural resources,
determining the effect of the undertaking on the historic properties, and how the
effect will be taken into account. The eligibility criteria for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) and the process described in these regulations are used by
federal agencies. Very similar criteria and procedures are used by the state in
identifying cultural resources eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources.

STATE

e California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 4852 defines the term "cultural
resource" to include buildings, sites, structures, objects, and historic districts.

e Public Resources Code, Section 5000 establishes the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR), establishes criteria for eligibility to the CRHR, and
defines eligible resources. It identifies any unauthorized removal or destruction of
historic resources on sites located on public land as a misdemeanor. It also
prohibits obtaining or possessing Native American artifacts or human remains taken
from a grave or cairn and establishes the penalty for possession of such artifacts
with intent to sell or vandalize them as a felony. This section defines procedures for
the notification of discovery of Native American artifacts or remains, and states that it
is the policy of the State that Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated.

e The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, section
21000 et seq.; Title 14, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq.)
requires analysis of potential environmental impacts of proposed projects and
requires application of feasible mitigation measures.

e Public Resources Code section 21083.2 states that the lead agency determines
whether a project may have a significant effect on “unique” archeological resources;
if so, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall address these resources. If a
potential for damage to unigue archeological resources can be demonstrated, the
lead agency may require reasonable steps to preserve the resource in place.
Otherwise, mitigation measures shall be required as prescribed in this section. The
section discusses excavation as mitigation; limits the Applicant’s cost of mitigation;
sets time frames for excavation; defines “unique and non-unique archeological
resources;” and provides for mitigation of unexpected resources. [The California
Energy Commission process is a CEQA equivalent process.]

e Public Resources Code section 21084.1 indicates that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment if it causes a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historic resource. The section further defines a “historic resource”
and describes what constitutes a “significant” historic resource.

e CEQA Guidelines, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, section 15126.4(b),
prescribes the manner of maintenance, repair, stabilization, restoration,
conservation, or reconstruction as mitigation of a project’s impact on a historical
resource; discusses documentation as a mitigation measure; and discusses
mitigation through avoidance of damaging effects on any historical resource of an
archeological nature, preferably by preservation in place, or by data recovery
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through excavation if avoidance or preservation in place is not feasible. Data
recovery must be conducted in accordance with an adopted data recovery plan.

e CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5 defines the term “historical resources,” explains
when a project may have a significant effect on historic resources, describes
CEQA's applicability to archeological sites, and specifies the relationship between
“historical resources” and “unique archeological resources.” Subsection (f) directs
the lead agency to make provisions for historical or unique archeological resources
that are accidentally discovered during construction.

e Penal Code, section 622 1/2 states that anyone who willfully damages an object or
thing of archeological or historic interest is guilty of a misdemeanor.

e California Health and Safety Code, section 7050.5 states that if human remains are
discovered during construction, the project owner is required to contact the county
coroner.

LOCAL

Stanislaus County

Stanislaus County has adopted a general plan and policies that support the
preservation of Stanislaus County's cultural legacy of historical and archeological
resources for future generations. In the introduction section of the general plan, goals
are listed for each of the elements. Goal 8 in the Conservation/Open Space element
states, “Preserve areas of national, state, regional and local historical importance.” The
Land Use section of the plan allows a historical zoning to preserve areas of national,
state, regional and local historical significance.

Implementing Measure 5 of Policy 24 in the Conservation/Open Space element states
the following:

“The County shall utilize the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process to
protect archaeological or historic resources. Most discretionary projects require review
for compliance with CEQA. As part of this review, potential impacts must be identified
and mitigated.”

Implementing Measure 1 of Policy 25 in the Conservation/Open Space element states
the following:

“Whenever possible, the County Building Inspection Division shall utilize the
provisions of the State Building Code that allow historical buildings to be restored
without damaging the historical character of the building.”

City of Turlock

The General Plan of the City of Turlock establishes a policy for historic and
archaeological resources (Turlock General Plan — Open Space and Conservation
Element, page 6-28):
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Guiding Policy

6.8a Protect significant archaeological resources in the Planning Area that may be
identified during construction.

Implementing Policy

6.8-b Should archaeological or human remains be discovered during construction,
work shall be immediately halted within 50 meters [164 feet] of the find until it can
be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If it is determined to be historically
significant, appropriate mitigation measures to protect and preserve the
resources shall be formulated and implemented.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project, as proposed, would be located on an 18-acre portion of a 69-acre parcel of
land (zoned industrial) located at the western edge of Turlock, approximately 2.7 miles
west of Highway 99, just south of West Main Avenue, off of Washington Road. The
project site consists of relatively flat terrain that is currently under agricultural use.
Industrial development exists on the north side, agricultural to the south and agricultural,
residential and utility uses to the west. Presently, a major 115-kV transmission line that
connects to the existing Walnut peaking plant and substation is adjacent to the plant site
(TID 2002a, pages 1-3 and 1-4).

Refer to the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Final Staff Assessment for
additional information and maps of the project development region and the project area.

PREHISTORIC SETTING

The proposed TID project is situated in the Northern San Joaquin Valley with the San
Joaquin River to the West, the Tuolumne River on the North and the Merced River to
the South. The upper San Joaquin Valley, south of Stockton is one of the least
investigated areas of California (Moratto 1984, p. 215) Sites that have been identified
appear to reflect the subsistence system practiced by the Northern Valley Yokuts who
occupied the area when the Spanish arrived. The Northern Valley Yokuts utilized a
riverine and savanna environment that was rich in salmon and acorns (Moratto 1984, p.
174). Early evidence estimates the population of the Central Valley to have been
105,000 with approximately 52,000 people living in the San Joaquin Valley (Moratto
1984, p. 171). However, information from the Turlock area is particularly limited.

Although there has been little work in the Turlock area, archeological investigations
have been conducted in other areas of the northern San Joaquin Valley. Extensive
work has been completed in the Delta area near Stockton and well to the south of the
project, work has been conducted at Tulare Lake. Work at Knights Ferry (CA-STA-
0617/H, northeast of the project) conducted in 1965 identified human remains and
evidence indicating that human activity at the location extended to at least 2,500 and
may extend as far as 3,000 yr. Before Present (BP) (TID 2003a, p. 8.3-8)

Approximately 30 miles to the north of the site, the extensive Farmington complex was
identified dating to between12,000 to 7,000 years ago (Moratto 1984, p. 63). The
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complex contained two types of village sites and appeared to be an ancient lithic
industry. Elsewhere in the county excavations have revealed evidence of three or
possibly four prehistoric occupations (TID 2003a, p. 8.3-8). Additional sites were
discovered in the areas of Los Banos Creek Reservoir, at Dos Palos in valley sediments
and at the Kesterson National Wildlife Refuge.

The applicant cites Napton's study of the area for a proposed transmission line that
concludes, " the proposed project area is in an environment considered to be of low to
moderate sensitivity in respect to its potential to contain cultural resources."” Given the
information available regarding the area near the project, it is difficult to understand how
this conclusion was reached.

It appears that archeological work in the area is insufficient to support Napton's
conclusion in light of information provided in Moratto that says "It is likely that most of
the archaeology of the Central Valley habitation prior to circa 4000-5000 BC lies deeply
buried under alluvium. This is especially true of the lower reaches of the San Joaquin
and Sacramento River drainages where up to 10 meters (33 feet) of sediments have
accumulated during the past 5000 to 6000 years. Such rapid alleviation would account
for the deep burial of the Capay skeleton, Arcade Creek artifacts, many Windmiller
components, and other remains of modest antiquity in Valley lowlands" (Moratto 1984,
p. 214).

ETHNOGRAPHIC BACKGROUND

There is little information regarding Native American groups in the Turlock area. The
project would be located in the territory previously occupied by the North Valley Yokuts.
North Valley Yokut's territory spanned the area from the San Joaquin River bend to the
north midway between the Calaveras and Mokelumne rivers to the lower Kings River.
To the west, the probable boundary was the crest of the Diablo Range and the eastern
boundary was the meeting of the Sierra foothills and the Central Valley floor. Historic
accounts describe villages along the San Joaquin River as being well populated with
storage areas for food (Wallace 1978, p. 462-463).

Subsistence for the North Valley Yokuts was likely to have centered on the procurement
of salmon and processing of acorns (Moratto 1984, p.174). Other foods, grass and
other seeds, roots, waterfowl, fish and turtles provided additional sources of nutrition
(TID 2003, p. 8.3-11). Population tended to be clustered along the San Joaquin and
other rivers and streams. Away from the rivers, population generally amounted to two
or three persons per square mile, as estimated by Baumhoff (Wallace 1978, p. 463).

North Valley Yokuts appear to have participated in well-developed trade networks.
Trails used for trade extended to Salinan territory and North Valley Yokuts traded with
Plains Miwok and Coastanoan groups (Wallace 1978, p. 465). Known trade items
included were baskets, bows and arrows, shells and dog pups.

Contacts with Europeans were as disastrous for the North Valley Yokuts as it was for
other Native American groups in California. The Spanish began exploration of the San
Joaquin River and delta early in the nineteenth century. Populations that had been
decimated by disease and raiding by non-Natives were further reduced when a disease
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thought to be malaria struck in 1833. Miners heading for gold rush territory passed
through the San Joaquin Valley on their way to the gold mines. Many who were not
successful at mining returned to farm the valley successfully driving the remaining North
Valley Yokuts from their land (Wallace 1978, p. 469).

HISTORIC SETTING

Spanish explorer Pedro Fages recorded information about the Central Valley in 1772.
The Spanish began to aggressively explore the delta and the lower San Joaquin valley
in the early 1800's. As the missionaries ran out of new converts in coastal areas, they
extended their interest to tribes residing in inland areas. Although the Spanish intended
to establish a network of missions in inland areas, they never reached that goal
(Wallace 1978, p. 468).

Fur trappers from the East also entered the San Joaquin Valley in the early 1800's.
Among the historically recognizable individuals were Jedediah Smith and Kit Carson.
Trapping by the Europeans served to deplete the fur bearing animals by 1837 (TID
2003, p. 8.3-12).

After the Mexican Revolution a new constitution was adopted in 1824, granting political
and racial equality to everyone including Native Americans. In California, the liberal
ideals expressed in the constitution resulted in freer trade with foreigners, beginning
secularization of the missions and an increase in rancho land grants including some to
Native peoples (Rawls & Bean 1993, p. 45). Governors were appointed by Mexico and
exercised most of the judicial authority in important matters. In reality, the authority in
California was a group of mostly California born ranchero families.

Secularization of the missions resulted in most of the mission holdings passing into
private ownership and there were approximately 500 ranchos in California during the
Mexican period (Rawls & Bean 1993, p.52). Few of the landholders were literate. Out of
an estimated population of 7,000 (non-Indian), in 1845, probably only 100 could read or
write (Rawls & Bean 1993, p. 55).

During the Mexican period Europeans were also settling in California. Between 1841
and 1846 wagon trains journeyed to California. In 1846, the United States declared war
on Mexico. In 1848, Mexico ceded California to the United States under the treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo (Rawls & Bean 1993, p. 80; TID 2003, p. 8.3-13).

Gold was discovered in California on January 24, 1848. At first over half the miners
were Indian, but hostilities between Indians and white settlers increased and the
number of Indian miners decreased. By the end of 1849, potential miners were
swarming over the foothills (Rawls & Bean 1993, p. 88).

California became a state in 1850. People unable to strike it rich in the mines turned to
other activities. They became farmers, laborers and shopkeepers. Land was rich in
much of the Central Valley. Intensive agriculture needed water and in 1897, the Turlock
Irrigation District was established (TID 2002, p.8.3-13). Transportation and irrigation
were of major importance in Turlock's development. The first of Turlock’s Irrigation
projects was completed in 1893. Water arrived in 1900. The flow of water in 1901, and
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the development of a community ditch system that began in 1903 and 1904, enabled
the development of intensive agriculture in the Turlock area. The City of Turlock was
established six months after the Central Valley Railroad was built in 1870. The growth
of particular crops depended on the availability of water. At various times the primary
crops in the region were wheat, melons and grapes. Reflecting California as a whole,
Turlock was home to a large influx of immigrants. Categories of immigrants included
Swedes, Portuguese, Assyrians and Japanese (CH2Mhill 2003c, DPR 523).

Although Turlock as a whole seems to have depended on irrigation canals, the TID area
is an exception. Early in the 1900's, the area was very swampy and farmers only had to
dig a hole about three feet deep to reach water. After pumps were installed, the water
table dropped and the land could be farmed (CH2Mhill 2003c, DPR 523).

After 1920, Turlock remained focused on agriculture and the repair of essential canals
continued. In 1944, piping began to replace the canals with many miles of piping
installed by 1951 (CH2Mhill 2003c, DPR 523). In 1970, the population of Turlock was
13,992 and today it is over 59,000 (Turlock 2003, Web Page).

RESOURCES INVENTORY

Literature and Records Search

Prior to preparation of the AFC, the TID commissioned a cultural resources literature
search for a one-mile area around the project site and linear facilities to be completed
by the California Historical Resources Inventory System (CHRIS), Central California
Information Center. The CHRIS provided the results on July 31, 2002 and August 26,
2002, noting that no archeological sites were recorded in the area searched, no historic
properties (cultural resources found eligible for the National Register of Historic Places)
were within the study area, that portions of the Tidewater Southern Railway are within
the study area (recorded in other areas), that a trail or road appears on an 1853-1854
Government Land Office (GLO) Plat within the study area, and that 9 previous
inventories have overlapped potions of the study area (negative results). TID also
identified one of their canals, Lateral No. 5, as a cultural resource over 50 years of age
(TID 20014a, page 8.3-17 and Confidential Appendix 8.3D).

Field Surveys

Plant Site and Laydown Area

TID performed an intensive pedestrian survey (archeological) of the 69-acre parcel that
includes the 18-acre plant site (WEC) and the 51-acre laydown area using 30 meter
(100 foot) transects. The survey did not identify cultural resources within the 69-acre
parcel. Just north of the plant site, the surveyors identified and recorded a portion of the
Turlock Branch of the Tidewater Southern Railway on Department of Parks and
Recreation Form 523 (TID 2001a page 8.3-18).
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Natural Gas Pipeline

The natural gas pipeline would extend from the plant site west along the railroad tracks,
to South Commons Road, then south to West Bradbury Road where it would tie into the
PG&E main pipeline, Line 215.

The archeological survey of the gas pipeline used 30 meter (100 foot) transects
covering 100 feet on each side of the gas pipeline centerline. The surveyors noted that
the gas pipeline passes across the irrigation canal Lateral No. 5 and the recorded
location of the historic trail/road on the 1853-1854 GLO Plat. No indications of a road or
trail could be found in the vicinity of the marked location on the 1853-1854 GLO Plat.
The Lateral No. 5 was recorded (TID 2001a page 8.3-18).

Water Routes

The recycled water line would extend from the WEC plant site south to Ruble Road,
east to South Tegner Road, south about 400 meters (1,200 feet), then east along an
existing electrical easement toward South Kilroy Road and to the wastewater treatment
plant. The potable water line follows the same route form the plant site south to Ruble
Road and then east to South Tegner Road.

The archeological survey of the water lines used 30 meter (100 foot) transects covering
100 feet on each side of the water pipeline centerline. No archeological resources were
observed (TID 2001a page 8.3-18A).

Architectural/Historical Reconnaissance

As part of the WEC project, the TID also provided an inventory and evaluation of
buildings and structures from the historic period. The inventory included all structures
more than 45 years old within a mile of the WEC project. The information was provided
by CH2MHill (CH2Mhill 2003c).

Native American Contacts

CH2MHill contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on August 19,
2002, and received contact information about interested Native Americans on
September 5, 2002. They subsequently sent letters to the two individuals on the list but
have not received replies. The search of the Sacred Lands database conducted by the
NAHC indicated that there were no sacred sites listed in their database in this area. TID
has made no additional contacts.

CATEGORIZATION OF IDENTIFIED CULTURAL RESOURCES

Various laws apply to the treatment of cultural resources. These laws require the
Energy Commission to categorize cultural resources by determining whether they meet
sets of specified criteria. These categories then in turn influence the analysis of
potential impacts to the cultural resources and the methods and consultation required to
mitigate any such impacts. Federal laws apply when a federal agency takes an action.
The federal agency will comply with the applicable federal laws. No federal agency has
been identified that will take an action for this proposed power plant. If a federal agency
is required to take an action, the federal agency would be responsible for compliance
with federal regulations.
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Under federal law, only historical or prehistoric sites, objects, or features, or
architectural resources that are assessed as “significant” in accordance with federal
guidelines need to be considered in analyzing potential impacts. The significance of
historical and prehistoric cultural resources is based on the criteria for eligibility for
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as defined in Title 36
Code of Federal Regulations, section 60.4. If such resources are determined to be
significant, and therefore eligible for listing in the NRHP, they are afforded certain
treatment under the National Historic Preservation Act. If the resources are determined
significant, and therefore eligible for the CRHR, then mitigation measures are
implemented under CEQA to reduce the impact to less than significant if possible.
Federal agencies are responsible for meeting the requirements of NHPA and the
Energy Commission is responsible for meeting the requirements of CEQA.

The National Register criteria state that “eligible historic properties” are: districts, sites,
building, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and that:

a) are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components
may lack individual distinction; or

d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to history or
prehistory. Isolated finds by definition do not meet these criteria.

California has adopted a very similar set of criteria for assessing resources for the
California Register of Historical Resources. The CRHR criteria are noted as 1, 2, 3, and
4 while the NRHP criteria are noted as a, b, ¢, and d.

Under federal law, cultural resources determined not to be significant, that is, not
eligible for National Register listing, are subject to recording and documentation only,
and are afforded no further treatment. However, occasionally certain resources,
although they may not be assessed as “significant,” may nonetheless be of local or
regional importance such that mitigation may be warranted regardless of their assessed
significance. Energy Commission staff and involved federal agencies evaluate the
survey reports and site records for any known resources located within or adjacent to
the project Area of Potential Effects (APE) to determine whether they meet the eligibility
criteria.

The record and literature search and the pedestrian surveys of the proposed project
APE were conducted to identify the presence of any cultural resources. Where cultural
resources were identified, additional evaluation was conducted to determine whether
the resources are already listed on, or are potentially eligible for listing on, either the
NRHP [36 CFR 800] or the CRHR. The determination of eligibility is made in
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compliance with the applicable provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act, and
the Public Resources Code.

CEQA Guidelines explicitly require the lead agency (in this case, the Energy
Commission) to make a determination of whether a proposed project will affect
“historical resources.” The guidelines provide a definition for historical resources and
set forth a listing of criteria for making this determination. These criteria are the
eligibility criteria for the CRHR and are essentially the same as the eligibility criteria for
the NRHP. In addition, as with the NRHP, historical resources must also possess
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
Resources eligible for the CRHR may have less integrity than the resources eligible for
the NRHP. If the criteria are met and the resource is determined eligible for the CRHR,
the Energy Commission must evaluate whether the project will cause a “substantial
adverse change in the significance of the historical resource,” which the regulation
defines as a significant effect on the environment.

CEQA also contains a section addressing “unique” archeological resources and
provides a definition of such resources (Public Resources Code, Section 21083.2). This
section establishes limitations on analysis and prohibits imposition of mitigation
measures for impacts to archeological resources that are not unique. However, the
CEQA Guidelines state that the limitations in this section do not apply when an
archeological resource has already met the definition of an historical resource (Title 14,
California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5).

ANALYSIS AND IMPACTS

Since project development and construction entail surface and subsurface disturbance,
the proposed WEC has the potential to adversely affect both known and unknown
cultural resources. Staff has analyzed the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts from the proposed project. Direct impacts are those which may result from the
immediate disturbance of resources, whether from vegetation removal, vehicle travel
over the surface, earth-moving activities, excavation or demolition. Indirect impacts are
those which may result from increased erosion due to site clearance and preparation, or
from inadvertent damage or vandalism due to improved accessibility. Cumulative
impacts to cultural resources may occur if increasing amounts of land are cleared and
disturbed for the development of multiple projects in the same vicinity as the proposed
project.

The potential for the project to cause impacts to cultural resources is related to the
likelihood that such resources are present and whether they are actually encountered
during project development and construction activities. Although the existence of
known cultural resources increases the potential for additional resources, the absence
of known resources does not necessarily mean that unknown resources will not be
encountered and that impacts will therefore not occur.
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PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS

Archeological Resources

The archeological inventories for the plant site and linear components did not record
any archeological sites within the inventoried areas as previously described in the
section entitled Field Surveys. Therefore, staff does not expect impacts to known
archeological resources.

Historical Structures and Infrastructure

TID identified 33 historical buildings and structures within or adjacent to the project area
and linear components (Table 1). Few buildings and structures are eligible for
information they would provide to answer important research questions (criterion 4).
None of the buildings or structures identified in the survey suggests that they would
contain information valuable for history. None of the buildings or structures is
considered to contain information sufficient to meet the eligibility requirements for the
CRHR under criterion 4.

TID has provided a context with the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Form
523 within which the eligibility of the buildings and structures can be weighed under
criteria other than criterion 4. The context identifies the period of significance for events
(CRHR criterion 1) as between 1905-1920. The context also identifies some of the
important individuals (CRHR criterion 2) in the development of Turlock. Although TID
did not provide information about the past owners of all the inventoried resources, it is
unlikely that these important individuals lived in any of these buildings since the
individuals were marketing the development and sale of these parcels. The context
does not provide parameters for architecture (CRHR criterion 3).

Staff has reviewed the analysis provided by TID and has determined that the buildings
and structures 1, 3,4, 5,7, 8,9, 10, 12, 13, 17, 19, 24, 25, 26, 29, and 32 do not retain
sufficient integrity that they would meet the requirements of eligibility for the CRHR
under any criteria (Appendix 1, Table 1). Since these resources do not meet the
requirement for eligibility to the CHRH, there will be no further discussion of them.

The remaining buildings and structures represent several styles of architecture,
generally modest forms of styles found throughout central California. These residential
buildings and farm structures were usually not designed by an architect. Consequently,
they do not represent the work of a master, possess high artistic beauty, or represent a
cohesive style of construction that would represent a district. These do however,
represent vernacular versions of several styles of architecture and could meet the
eligibility requirement for the CRHR. There was insufficient information to determine
whether the following buildings and structures meet the eligibility requirements for the
CRHR: 2, 6, 11, 14, 15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 27, 28, 30 and 31.

For the buildings and structures 15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 27, 28, 30 and 31, the
change by the proposed project would be in the setting, feeling and association. Setting
would have to be a very important aspect of the eligibility of any resource for this
change to be an impact that could be significant. The setting was examined for each of
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these resources (Appendix 1) to determine if it was altered since the period of
significance or the construction period the buildings and structures. The change in
setting that would occur with the new power plant was considered in conjunction with
changes that have already taken place to assess whether the addition of the power
plant could materially impair the eligibility of any of the resources, if they meet the
eligibility requirement of the CRHR. In all cases, the setting had already been altered
by the Foster Farms silos, the cheese factory, other silos in the area, other new
commercial buildings and the in-filling of the area with more recent residences and
structures. If the power plant and other above ground facilities were built, the change in
the setting for all the resources would not constitute a significant change in the eligibility
of any of the resources if any of them met the eligibility criteria for the CRHR.

As identified in the Preliminary Staff Assessment, a potential exists that the buildings
and structures 2, 6, and 11 could be impacted by the construction of the gas pipeline.
The applicant has indicated that the pipeline would “either be in franchise county road,
or PG&E will obtain private easements.” In either case, PG&E does not intend to route
the pipeline so that it would interfere with any dwellings (CH2MHill 2003g, p. 18).
However, areas for stock piling of trench spoils, laydown areas, and other ancillary
areas have not been identified by the applicant. The applicant is responsible for the
natural gas pipeline and all ancillary areas required for its construction. Staff does not
expect that these areas would cause an impact to the structures, but condition of
certification Cul-6 requires the project owner to notify the Energy Commission if known
resources (such as buildings and structures 2, 6, or 11) may be impacted in a previously
unanticipated manner. Any such resources must be evaluated and mitigation measures
implemented if the resource meets the eligibility requirements for the CRHR. Mitigation
would require implementation of measures that would reduce the impact to less than
significant. Typically this would require recording the buildings or structures to the
Historic American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record standards.

TID determined that the overall TID canal system could be eligible for the CRHR under
criterion 1 for its association with the locally important TID. They stated that it is
possible that the Canal Lateral No. 5 may be eligible for the CRHR as an example of the
open canals that characterize the irrigation infrastructure that enabled the Turlock
regions to open up to irrigation agriculture in the early 20™ century. From this
statement, staff assumes that Canal Lateral No. 5 meets the eligibility requirements for
the CRHR under criterion 1 for the purposes of this analysis.

The natural gas pipeline would cross the canal near the intersection of South Commons
Road and Harding Road. The construction would be open cut during the dry season or
by jack and bore or directional drilling during the wet season. If jack and bore or
directional drilling is used there should be no impact to the resource. If the construction
occurs during the dry season, and the open cut method of construction is used, the
canal would be cut by the trench. Since the canal was lined with concrete after the
period of significance, removal of a small portion of the concrete and repairing it would
not change any of the original materials. Likewise, workmanship from the period of
significance would not be changed, nor would the feeling change. Therefore,
construction of the gas pipeline would not materially impair the eligibility of the Canal
Lateral No. 5.
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Recommended
# Assessor Parcel No. |Date of Construction Eligibility Impact
1 044-02-14 1930 No No
2 044-12-02 1908 Undetermined Potential
3 044-01-28 1940 No No
4 044-01-05 1948 No No
5 044-10-11 Undetermined No No
6 044-15-02 1949 Undetermined No
7 044-10-07 1925 No No
8 044-13-06 1900 No No
9 044-04-14 1967* No No
10 044-01-16 1920 No No
11 044-02-08 1908 Undetermined Potential
12 044-02-22 1930 No No
13 044-40-21 1966* No No
14 044-40-24 1914 Undetermined Potential
15 044-04-16 1910 Undetermined No
16 044-10-48 1937 Undetermined No
17 044-01-12 1920 No No
18 044-04-01 1935 Undetermined No
19 044-02-11 1925 No No
20 044-04-02 1947 Undetermined No
21 089-10-07 1910 Undetermined No
22 044-03-02 1908 Undetermined No
23 089-10-10 1915 Undetermined No
24 089-10-16 1961* No No
25 089-10-17 1953 No No
26 089-10-13 Undetermined No No
27 023-40-07 1911 Undetermined No
28 044-01-08 1956* Undetermined No
29 044-01-07 1949 No No
30 023-40-08 1955 Undetermined No
31 023-40-09 1973 Undetermined No
32 Tidewater Southern
Railway, Turlock Branch | No Date available No No
33 Canal Lateral No, 5 1903 Assumed eligible No

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Because there are no expected impacts on known cultural resources as a result of the
Walnut Energy Center project, there will be no cumulative impacts on cultural resources

as a result of the project.

IMPACTS OF FACILITY CLOSURE

The anticipated lifetime of the Walnut Energy Center is approximately 30 years.
Upgrades or modifications made prior to the facility’s closure might extend the life of the
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plant. Closure would be caused by either (1) a natural or manmade disaster or
economic difficulty, or (2) planned orderly closure that would occur when the plant
becomes economically non-competitive.

At the time of planned closure, all then-applicable LORS would be identified and the
closure plan required by the Energy Commission would address compliance with these
LORS. Generally, if no additional ground disturbance occurs during closure activities
and all conditions of certification have been met, no impacts to cultural resources would
be expected. However, actual potential impacts are likely to depend upon the final
location of project structures in relation to existing resources, and upon the procedures
used for the removal of project structures. Since the spatial relationship between the
closure and removal of project structures and sensitive resources cannot be determined
at this time, no conclusion can be drawn at this time with respect to the impact of facility
closure on cultural resources. The closure plan, when created, would address impacts
to cultural resources.

A temporary closure should have no impacts on cultural resources as long as no
additional lands are needed for the closure. A contingency plan for temporary cessation
of operation would be implemented that would ensure compliance with all applicable
LORS.

If a site were abandoned, impact to cultural resources would be unlikely because there
would be no immediate soil disturbances. Over time, depending on the need to disturb
the ground to accomplish project closure and facility removal, some disturbance of
known and/or previously unknown cultural resources might result.

COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LORS

Stanislaus County and the City of Turlock have policies and goals for the protection of
cultural resources, but has no specific procedures for implementation of CEQA that
differ from procedures used by the Energy Commission. Implementation of the
mitigation measures recommended in the conditions of certification would ensure
compliance with state and local LORS.

MITIGATION

For cultural resources, the preferred method of mitigation is for the project owner to
avoid construction in areas where cultural resources are known to exist, wherever
possible. Often, however, avoidance cannot be achieved and other measures such as
surface collection, subsurface testing, and data recovery must be implemented for
archeological resources and documentation must be implemented for historical
structures. Mitigation measures are developed to reduce the potential for adverse
project impacts on cultural resources to a less than significant level.

A potential exists that the buildings and structures 2, 6, and 11 could be impacted. The
applicant has indicated that the natural gas pipeline would “either be in franchise county
road, or PG&E will obtain private easements.” In either case, PG&E does not intend to
route the pipeline so that it would interfere with any dwellings (CH2MHill 2003g, p. 18).
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However, areas for stock piling of trench spoils, laydown areas, and other ancillary
areas have not been identified by the applicant. The applicant is responsible for the
natural gas pipeline and all ancillary areas required for its construction. Staff does not
expect that these areas would cause an impact to the structures since conditions of
certification Cul-6 requires the project owner to notify the Energy Commission if known
resources may be impacted in a previously unanticipated manner. The resource has to
be evaluated, and mitigation measures implemented if the resource meets the eligibility
requirements for the CRHR. Mitigation would require implementation of measures that
would reduce the impact to less than significant. Typically this would require recording
the buildings or structures to the Historic American Building Survey/Historic American
Engineering Record standards.

APPLICANT'S PROPOSED MITIGATION

Archeological Resources

The Applicant recommends avoidance of cultural resources. They do not recommend
monitoring of construction although they are not opposed to such a requirement. They
do not recommend Native American monitoring, but are not opposed to such
monitoring. TID recommends a worker training program so workers could recognize
resources and stop construction in the event of a discovery.

Historic Architectural Resources
No mitigation measures were recommended for historic architectural resources by TID.

STAFF'S PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

Archeological Resources

Commission staff believes that archeological monitoring should be conducted during
initial grading and excavation. If no cultural resources are identified during this
construction activity, the project owner would provide a letter from the Cultural
Resources Specialist to the Compliance Project Manager documenting the results and
recommendations for further monitoring. For archeological resources, implementation
of the conditions of certification would reduce the impacts to less than significant.
Staff's proposed conditions are consistent with applicant’s proposed measures given
the low probability of encountering buried cultural resources.

Historic Architectural Resources

Staff proposed conditions, based on evaluations completed by TID to date, are
consistent with TID’s proposed measures. TID’s measures are incorporated into staff’'s
proposed Conditions of Certification CUL-1 through CUL-7 presented below.

In summary, the conditions require implementation of the following measures. CUL-1
requires that a qualified cultural resources specialist (CRS) manage cultural resources
activities for the project. It also ensures that additional qualified specialists or cultural
resources monitors would be retained as needed for the project. Technical specialists
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such as historians, architectural historians, historic archeologists may be required to
assist the CRS in making determinations of significance or providing analysis necessary
to complete project tasks. The technical specialist would meet the Secretary of
Interior’'s Professional Standards for that technical area and work under the direction of
the CRS. To ensure that cultural resources are adequately protected, CUL-1 requires
that the CRS have three years of experience in California. In addition to other relevant
types of experience, the condition asserts that the CRS have some background in data
recovery.

CUL-2 requires the project owner to provide the CRS with the necessary maps and
construction schedule information to schedule monitors and cultural resources activity at
the project site. The verification for the condition allows staff to verify that appropriate
maps and construction schedule information have been provided to the CRS.

CUL-3 requires monitoring starting with initial ground disturbance. After sufficient
grading has transpired that the CRS can assess the potential for the discovery of buried
resources, the CRS would provide a recommendation on continued monitoring based
on the observations made during initial ground disturbance and grading. The
monitoring would continue until the CRS determines that no cultural resources would be
impacted and makes a recommendation for reduced monitoring to the CPM. It also
requires monitoring logs and weekly summaries of the monitoring activities. All non-
compliance issues have to be reported to the CPM, and a reporting process is required.
Any required Native American monitors should be obtained.

CUL-4 requires that the project owner provide a Cultural Resources Report (CRR) in
Archaeological Resource Management Report (ARMR) format. This report would
provide information on all field activities and the findings. The CRR would include all
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 forms and cultural resource reports not
previously provided to the California Historic Resource Information System (CHRIS).
Copies of the CRR would be provided to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO),
the CHRIS and the curating institution (if archeological materials were collected).

CUL-5 provides for worker environmental training. The training serves to instruct
workers that halting construction is necessary if a potential cultural resource is
discovered. It also provides them with instruction regarding applicable laws, penalties
and reporting requirements in the event something is discovered. Workers are also
instructed that the CRS and other cultural resources personnel have the authority to halt
construction in the event of a discovery.

CUL-6 requires notification of staff within 24 hours of a cultural resources discovery.
Timely notification enables staff participation in determinations of significance and the
selection of appropriate mitigation to lessen impacts on cultural resources to a level that
is less than significant.

It is not possible to determine whether previously undiscovered cultural resources may

be potentially significant. It is necessary to discover the cultural resource and assess it
in relation to a research design and the criteria that would make a resource eligible to
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the CRHR or NRHP. In addition, CUL-6 ensures that unanticipated impacts to cultural
resources are identified.

The CRS, alternate CRS and the CRMs have the authority to halt work so that the
applicant has flexibility in construction scheduling. The CRS does not have to be at all
active areas of construction at the same time. In order to ensure that an impact can be
mitigated to less than significant, the individual on site needs to have the ability to stop
construction when a discovery is made, not at a later point in time when the CRS has
been contacted and informed about the discovery. This condition has been used with
these provisions for over four years and has been effective in minimizing impacts to
resources.

CUL-7 requires that any collections be transferred with the CPM-approved CRR to a

curation facility that meets the Secretary of Interior’'s Standards. It also requires the
project owner to pay the curation fees.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

No known archeological resources would be impacted by the Walnut Energy Center.
Although the project area has a low sensitivity for buried archeological resources,
Conditions of Certification Cul-1through 7 would reduce the impacts to buried
archeological resources to less than significant if any are discovered during
construction.

Numerous buildings and structures were identified as within the impact area of the
project. A potential exists that the buildings and structures 2, 6, and 11 could be
impacted. The applicant has indicated that the natural gas pipeline would “either be in
franchise county road, or PG&E will obtain private easements.” In either case, PG&E
does not intend to route the pipeline so that it would interfere with any dwellings
(CH2MHill 2003g, p. 18). However, areas for stock piling of trench spoils, laydown
areas, and other ancillary areas have not been identified by the applicant. The
applicant is responsible for the natural gas pipeline and all ancillary areas required for
its construction. Staff does not expect that these areas would cause an impact to the
structures since Conditions of Certification Cul-6 requires the project owner to notify the
Energy Commission if known resources may be impacted in a previously unanticipated
manner. The resource has to be evaluated by an architectural historian, and mitigation
measures implemented, if the resource meets the eligibility requirements for the CRHR.
Mitigation would require implementation of measures that would reduce the impact to
less than significant. Typically this would require recording the buildings or structures to
the Historic American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record standards.

If the following conditions of certification are properly implemented, the project would
comply with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards for archeological
resources and any impacts would be reduced below a significant level. If impacts are
identified during construction to the buildings and structures 2, 6, or 11, then the project
owner would notify the Energy Commission in accordance with Cul-6. The resource
must be evaluated by an architectural historian, and mitigation measures implemented,
if the resource meets the eligibility requirements for the CRHR. Mitigation would require
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implementation of measures that would reduce the impact to less than significant.
Typically this would require recording the buildings or structures to the Historic
American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record standards. Any
mitigation measures required would reduce the impacts to less than significant and to
comply with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards.

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following proposed conditions of
certification, which incorporate the mitigation measures discussed above.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

CUL-1

Prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner shall obtain the
services of a Cultural Resources Specialist (CRS), and one or more
alternates, if alternates are needed, to manage all monitoring, mitigation and
curation activities. The CRS may elect to obtain the services of Cultural
Resource Monitors (CRMs) and other technical specialists, if needed, to
assist in monitoring, mitigation and curation activities. The project owner shall
ensure that the CRS evaluates any cultural resources that are newly
discovered or that may be affected in an unanticipated manner for eligibility to
the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). No ground disturbance
shall occur prior to CPM approval of the CRS, unless specifically approved by
the CPM.

CULTURAL RESOURCES SPECIALIST

The resume for the CRS and alternate(s) shall include information
demonstrating that the minimum qualifications specified in the U.S. Secretary
of Interior Guidelines, as published in the Code of Federal Regulations, 36
CFR Part 61 are met. In addition, the CRS shall have the following
gualifications:

1. The technical specialty of the CRS shall be appropriate to the needs of
the project and shall include, a background in anthropology,
archaeology, history, architectural history or a related field; and

2. At least three years of archeological or historic, as appropriate,
resource mitigation and field experience in California; and

The resume of the CRS shall include the names and telephone numbers of
contacts familiar with the work of the CRS on referenced projects, and
demonstrate that the CRS has the appropriate education and experience to
accomplish the cultural resource tasks that must be addressed during ground
disturbance, grading, construction and operation. In lieu of the above
requirements, the resume shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the CPM,
that the proposed CRS or alternate has the appropriate training and
background to effectively implement the conditions of certification.

CULTURAL RESOURCES MONITOR
CRMs shall have the following qualifications:
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1. a BS or BA degree in anthropology, archaeology, historic archaeology
or a related field and one year experience monitoring in California; or

2. an AS or AA degree in anthropology, archaeology, historic archaeology
or a related field and four years experience monitoring in California; or

3. enrollment in upper division classes pursuing a degree in the fields of
anthropology, archaeology, historic archaeology or a related field and
two years of monitoring experience in California.

CULTURAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL SPECIALISTS

The resume(s) of any additional technical specialists, e.g. historic
archeologist, historian, architectural historian, physical anthropologist;
necessary to assist the CRS with determinations of eligibility or required
analysis shall be submitted to the CPM for approval. The technical specialist
shall meet the Secretary of Interior's Professional Standards for that technical
area and work under the direction of the CRS.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the resume for the CRS, and
alternate(s) if desired, to the CPM for review and approval at least 45 days prior to the
start of ground disturbance.

At least 10 days prior to a termination or release of the CRS, the project owner shall
submit the resume of the proposed new CRS to the CPM for review and approval.

At least 20 days prior to ground disturbance, the CRS shall provide a letter naming
anticipated CRMs for the project and stating that the identified CRMs meet the minimum
qualifications for cultural resource monitoring required by this condition. If additional
CRMs are obtained during the project, the CRS shall provide additional letters to the
CPM identifying the CRMs and attesting to the qualifications of the CRM, at least five
days prior to the CRM beginning on-site duties. At least 10 days prior to beginning
tasks, the resume(s) of any additional technical specialists shall be provided to the CPM
for review and approval.

At least 10 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner shall confirm
in writing to the CPM that the approved CRS will be available for onsite work and is
prepared to implement the cultural resources conditions of certification.

CUL-2  Prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner shall provide the
CRS and the CPM with maps and drawings showing the footprint of the
power plant and all linear facilities. Maps shall include the appropriate USGS
guadrangles and a map at an appropriate scale (e.g., 1:2000 or 1” = 200’) for
plotting individual artifacts. If the CRS requests enlargements or strip maps
for linear facility routes, the project owner shall provide copies to the CRS and
CPM. The CPM shall review submittals and in consultation with the CRS
approve those that are appropriate for use in cultural resources planning
activities.

If construction of the project would proceed in phases, maps and drawings,
not previously provided, shall be submitted prior to the start of each phase.
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Written notification identifying the proposed schedule of each project phase
shall be provided to the CRS and CPM.

At a minimum, the CRS shall consult weekly with the project construction
manager to confirm area(s) to be worked during the next week, until ground
disturbance is completed.

The project owner shall notify the CRS and CPM of any changes to the
scheduling of the construction phases. No ground disturbance shall occur
prior to CPM approval of maps and drawings, unless specifically approved by

the CPM.
Verification:
1. The project owner shall submit the subject maps and drawings at least 40 days

prior to the start of ground disturbance. The CPM will review submittals in consultation
with the CRS and approve maps and drawings suitable for cultural resources planning
activities.

2. If there are changes to any project related footprint, revised maps and drawings
shall be provided at least 15 days prior to start of ground disturbance for those changes.

3. If project construction is phased, if not previously provided, the project owner
shall submit the subject maps and drawings 15 days prior to each phase.

4, A current schedule of anticipated project activity shall be provided to the CRS on
a weekly basis during ground disturbance and also provided in each Monthly
Compliance Report (MCR).

5. The project owner shall provide written notice of any changes to scheduling of
construction phases within five days of identifying the changes.

CUL- 3 1. Cultural resource monitoring shall be conducted starting with initial
ground disturbance. The potential for encountering buried deposits shall
be assessed by the CRS based on the observations made during initial
ground disturbance and grading. The initial assessment shall prescribe
the type (intermittent to full time) and duration for monitoring of ground
disturbance within the plant site.

2. The cultural resource monitoring shall continue until the CRS determines
that no cultural resources will be impacted.

3. Monitors shall keep a daily log of any monitoring or cultural resource
activities and the CRS shall prepare a weekly summary report on the
progress or status of cultural resources-related activities. The CRS may
informally discuss cultural resource monitoring and mitigation activities
with Energy Commission technical staff.

4. The CRS shall notify the project owner and the CPM, by telephone or e-

mail, of any incidents of non-compliance with any cultural resources
conditions of certification within 24 hours of becoming aware of the
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situation. The CRS shall also recommend corrective action to resolve the
problem or achieve compliance with the conditions of certification.

Cultural resources monitoring activities are the responsibility of the CRS.
Any interference with monitoring activities, removal of a monitor from
duties assigned by the CRS or direction to a monitor to relocate monitoring
activities by anyone other than the CRS shall be considered non-
compliance with these conditions of certification.

5. A Native American monitor shall be obtained to monitor ground
disturbance in areas where Native American artifacts are discovered. The
Native American monitor shall be at the site prior to and during the
resumption of activities in the area of the discovery. Informational lists of
concerned Native Americans and guidelines for monitoring shall be
obtained from the Native American Heritage Commission. Preference in
selecting a monitor shall be given to Native Americans with traditional ties
to the area that will be monitored.

Verification: 1. Within 5 days after the initial groundbreaking and excavation, the
CRS or alternate CRS will provide a letter (electronic or paper) to the CPM for approval,
and to the project owner, describing the initial groundbreaking observations, including
the type (intermittent to full time) and duration of cultural resources monitoring.

2. During the ground disturbance phases of the project, the project owner shall include
in the Monthly Compliance Report (MCR) copies of the weekly summary reports
prepared by the CRS regarding project-related cultural resources monitoring. Copies of
daily logs shall be retained and made available for audit by the CPM as needed.

3. Within 24 hours of recognition of a non-compliance issue, the CRS shall notify
the CPM by telephone of the problem and of steps being taken to resolve the problem.
The telephone call shall be followed by an e-mail or fax detailing the non-compliance
issue and the measures necessary to achieve resolution of the issue. Daily logs shall
include forms detailing any instances of non-compliance with conditions of certification.
In the event of a non-compliance issue, a report written no sooner than two weeks after
resolution of the issue that describes the issue, resolution of the issue and the
effectiveness or the resolution measures, shall be provided in the next MCR.

4. If Native American artifacts are found, the project owner shall send notification
to the CPM identifying the person(s) retained to conduct Native American monitoring. If
efforts to obtain the services of a qualified Native American monitor are unsuccessful,
the project owner shall immediately inform the CPM who will initiate a resolution
process

CUL-4  The project owner shall submit the Cultural Resources Report (CRR) to the
CPM for approval. The CRR shall be written by the CRS and shall be
provided in the ARMR format. The CRR shall report on all field activities
including dates, times and locations, findings, samplings and analysis. All
survey reports, Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 forms and
additional research reports not previously submitted to the California Historic
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Resource Information System (CHRIS) and the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) shall be included as an appendix to the CRR.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the subject CRR within 90 days after
completion of ground disturbance (including landscaping). Within 10 days after CPM
approval, the project owner shall provide documentation to the CPM that copies of the
CRR have been provided to the SHPO, the CHRIS and the curating institution (if
archeological materials were collected).

CUL-5

Prior to and for the duration of ground disturbance, the project owner shall
provide Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training to all
new workers within their first week of employment. The training may be
presented in the form of a video. The training shall include:

1. A discussion of applicable laws and penalties under the law;

2. Samples or visuals of artifacts that might be found in the project vicinity;

3. Information that the CRS, alternate CRS, and CRMs have the authority to
halt construction to the degree necessary, as determined by the CRS, in
the event of a discovery or unanticipated impact to a cultural resource;

4. Instruction that employees are to halt work on their own in the vicinity of a
potential cultural resources discovery, and shall contact their supervisor
and the CRS or CRM; and that redirection of work would be determined
by the construction supervisor and the CRS;

5. An informational brochure that identifies reporting procedures in the event
of a discovery;

6. An acknowledgement form signed by each worker indicating that they
have received the training; and

7. A sticker that shall be placed on hard hats indicating that environmental
training has been completed.

No ground disturbance shall occur prior to implementation of the WEAP
program, unless specifically approved by the CPM.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide in the Monthly Compliance Report the
WEAP Certification of Completion form of persons who have completed the training in
the prior month and a running total of all persons who have completed training to date.

CUL-6

The project owner shall grant authority to halt construction to the CRS,
alternate CRS and the CRMs in the event previously unknown cultural
resource sites or materials are encountered, or if known resources may be
impacted in a previously unanticipated manner (discovery). Redirection of
ground disturbance shall be accomplished under the direction of the
construction supervisor in consultation with the CRS.

In the event cultural resources are found or impacts can be anticipated, the
halting or redirection of construction shall remain in effect until all of the
following have occurred:
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1. The CRS has notified the project owner, and the CPM has been notified
within 24 hours of the discovery, or by Monday morning if the cultural
resources discovery occurs between 8:00 AM on Friday and 8:00 AM on
Sunday morning, including a description of the discovery (or changes in
character or attributes), the action taken (i.e. work stoppage or
redirection), a recommendation of eligibility and recommendations for
mitigation of any cultural resources discoveries whether or not a
determination of significance has been made.

2. The CRS, the project owner, and the CPM have conferred and
determined what, if any, data recovery or other mitigation is needed; and

3. Any necessary data recovery and mitigation has been completed.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project
owner shall provide the CPM and CRS with a letter confirming that the CRS, alternate
CRS and CRMs have the authority to halt construction activities in the vicinity of a
cultural resource discovery, and that the project owner shall ensure that the CRS
notifies the CPM within 24 hours of a discovery, or by Monday morning if the cultural
resources discovery occurs between 8:00 AM on Friday and 8:00 AM on Sunday
morning.

CUL-7  Following the filing of the CPM-approved CRR with curation facility and the
appropriate agencies described in CUL-4, the project owner shall ensure that
all cultural resource materials, maps and data collected during data recovery
and mitigation are delivered to the curation facility (that meets the U.S.
Secretary of Interior requirements for the curation of cultural resources). The
project owner shall pay any required curation fees.

Verification: The project owner shall ensure that all recovered cultural resource
materials are delivered for curation within thirty days after filing the CPM-approved
CRR.

For the life of the project, the project owner shall maintain in its compliance files copies
of signed contracts or agreements with the curation facility.
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Appendix 1
Eligibility Determinations and Integrity Analysis

A resource is considered historically significant if it meets the criteria for listing on the
California Register of Historical Places (CRHR). The criteria are:

1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;

2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values; or

4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

Besides being historically significant, the resource must retain integrity, i.e. the
authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of
characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance. Integrity is
evaluated with regard to the retention of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association.

TID has provided a context with the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Form
523 within which the eligibility of the buildings and structures can be weighed under
criteria 1 and 2. The context identifies the period of significance for events (CRHR
criterion 1) as between 1905-1920. The context also identifies some of the important
individuals (CRHR criterion 2) in the development of Turlock. There was no information
to document whether any of the important individuals have live in any of the residences
or occupied the properties when the person was important. Although TID did not
provide information about the past owners of all the inventoried resources, it is unlikely
that these important individuals lived in any of these buildings since the individuals were
marketing the development and sale of these parcels. The context does not provide
parameters for architecture (CRHR criterion 3).

Few buildings and structures are eligible for information they would provide to answer
important research questions (criterion 4). None of the buildings or structures identified
in the survey suggests that they would contain information valuable for history. None of
the buildings or structures is considered to contain information sufficient to meet the
eligibility requirements for the CRHR under criterion 4.

Resource #1 (APN 044-02-14)

This residence, Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 044-02-14, was constructed in 1930
using masonry blocks. An addition was added to the rear of the building that extends
across the entire rear of the residence. The original door has been replaced with a four
panel door with a four light arched window over the panels. The windows have been
replaced with aluminum sliding windows. A small satellite dish is mounted to one porch
post. The metal railing around the porch appears to be a recent addition.
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The front fagade of the building has been altered with the addition of the railing and
satellite dish and the replacement of the door and windows. The sides of the residence
are less altered, but the replacement of the windows changes the appearance of the
sides of the 1930 building. The alteration of the front facade, the replacements of the
windows on the sides and the addition on the rear have changed the overall
appearance of the building such that it would not meet the eligibility criteria for the
CRHR under any criteria (Appendix Table 1).

Resource #2 (APN 044-12-02)

Structure 2 is a barn with corrugated metal siding and roofing. TID indicates that the
building is not eligible for the CRHR because the building is architecturally
undistinguished, and the corrugated metal was not customarily associated with
buildings constructed in 1908.

Corrugated metal was produced by firms such as the New York Iron Roofing and
Corrugating Company which was founded in 1887 before this barn was constructed
(Corrugated Metals, Inc. 2003, web page). In addition, the production of corrugated
metal was of sufficient quantity that it was exported from the United States to the Virgin
Islands as early as 1892. U.S. Steel's galvanized corrugated steel was widely used in
the islands by 1917 (Metal Home Digest 1998, web page). Corrugated metal products
were available and in use in California in 1904 (The Chinese American Museum in Los
Angeles 2003, web page).

Since corrugated iron was available in California when structure 2 was built, this
structure could have been clad with corrugated iron when it was reported to have been
built. If that is the case, this might be a very early example of this use and could qualify
for the CRHR under criteria 1 and 3. There was not sufficient information to make a
conclusion under criterion 2. Two other buildings exist on this parcel that were not
documented or evaluated to determine if they meet the eligibility requirements for the
CRHR. The eligibility of Resource #2 has not been determined.

Resource #3 (APN 044-01-28)

This residence was built in 1940, outside to period of significance for criteria 1 and 2.
Large windows have been removed from the front of the house and the south side.
Smaller aluminum sash windows have replaced the larger windows, changing the
overall appearance of the house. A small air conditioning unit has been installed in the
front facade of the building. These alterations are sufficient that the building would not
meet the eligibility requirements for the CRHR under criterion 3. Since the house was
constructed outside the period of significance, it would not meet the eligibility
requirements for criteria 1 and 2. The house would not meet the eligibility requirements
for the CRHR under criterion 4.

Resource #4 (APN 044-01-05)

This house was built in 1948. The building has had some original double hung wood
frame windows replaced with aluminum frame windows. The house is now sided with
asbestos/cement shingles and these appear to have been used over the original siding.
The house was built after the period of significance for criteria 1 and 2. The alterations
to the house from the replacement of some windows and of the siding have changed
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the overall appearance of the building. The house would not meet the eligibility
requirements for the CRHR under criterion 3. The house does not qualify under
criterion 4. This resource does not meet the eligibility requirements for the CRHR.

Resource #5 (APN 044-10-11)

The date this house was built has not been determined. This residence maintains many
of the original windows although awnings cover the upper potion of the windows on the
bay. The roof is now covered with rolled roofing rather than the original materials.
There are two large additions on the rear of the building. Two television antennas are
on the roof. There is a sloping roof over the porch that has probably been added after
the house was built. Although the front of the house maintains a great deal of the
original materials, the porch diminishes the design. The two additions in the rear
appear to double the size of the house. This change by itself compromises the integrity
of design, materials, workmanship, setting, feeling and association. This house does
not meet the criteria for eligibility to the CRHR.

Resource #6 (APN 044-15-02)

This house was built outside of the period of significance and does not contain
information values (criterion 4). Therefore, it is not significant under criteria 1, 2, and 4
as previously noted. However, the house appears to retain good physical integrity
(location, design, materials, workmanship). The eligibility of the residence is not
resolved for criterion 3.

The setting would be altered by the addition of the power plant. However, directly north
of the power plant, is the Foster Farms silo, which has already altered the setting of this
building. The addition of the power plant would only incrementally change the setting
from rural to industrial. The power plant would also diminish feeling since it alters the
historic sense of the period when the house was built. The alteration of the setting and
feeling would not be sufficient to materially impair the eligibility of this residence if it is
significant.

Resource #7 (APN 044-10-07)

This house was built in 1926, outside the period of significance for criteria 1 and 2. It
has had most of the original windows replaced with aluminum sliders. The trim around
the aluminum sash windows has also been modified. The porch railing has been
enclosed. A small air conditioner has been built into the side of the house. These
alterations change the appearance of the house. The integrity of design, workmanship,
materials, feeling, and association has all been diminished to such a degree that the
residence would not meet the minimum eligibility requirements to the CRHR.

Resource #8 (APN 044-13-06)

This house was constructed within the period of significance. The windows are a
combination of metal horizontal sliding and vertical sliding. A heavy metal
screen/security door obscures the front door. A television antenna is attached to the
roof. The changes in windows and the front door change the character of this building.
The changes are sufficient to diminish the integrity of design, materials, workmanship,
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feeling, and association to such a degree that the building would not meet the eligibility
requirements for the CRHR under any criteria.

Resource #9 (APN 044-04-14)

The tax record used by TID suggested the age of this building is 1967. The architecture
of the building indicates it may have been built during the period of significance, 1905-
1920. Alterations of the front facade include the installation of an aluminum frame
screen over the double sash window, an aluminum screen door, an evaporative cooler,
and an attic fan. Other more recent buildings in the vicinity of this parcel have
diminished the setting. All of the alterations and changes have diminished the integrity
of design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The loss of
integrity is such that this building would not meet the eligibility requirements for the
CRHR under any criteria.

Resource #10 (APN 044-01-16)

This building has been modified with the addition of an arbor to the front facade,
breaking up the visual character of this facade. The roofing material has been changed
to either a red tile or other modern material. There is a roof railing and a chimney
visible on the left side of the house that represents a sizable addition. Some windows
have been replaced with modern aluminum frames. The in filling of more modern
houses along South Commons Road and on Holland Road has changed the setting of
this house. The change in the roofing material, the addition of the arbor, the room
addition on the left of the building, the replacement of windows, and the addition of more
houses in the vicinity of this building since the period of significance has diminished the
integrity of design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The loss
of integrity is such that this building would not meet the eligibility requirements for the
CRHR under any criteria.

Resource #11 (APN 044-02-08)

Building 11 has had some windows replaced, some siding replaced, and a tall television
antenna placed on the roof. Some of the newer siding is the same type of siding as the
original and a few pieces are of a different type. TID indicates that the windows in the
front of the house are new. They appear to be double hung, or at least two lights (one
over one). Two windows on the right side of the house are now sliders, not in character
with the original style of the house. The paint on the house is peeling in places and
some new siding is unpainted.

This house still retains integrity of location. The integrity of design is slightly diminished.
The only design changes appear to be the replacement of the windows and siding on
the right side of the house. The setting has been diminished with the addition of more
modern houses along South Commons Road and on Holland Road. The proposed
power plant is nearly a mile away, which would diminish the setting slightly. The Foster
Farms silos are immediately north of the plant site, having already caused some loss of
integrity of setting. The house has lost some of the original materials (windows and
siding), although some of the replacement items are visually similar to the original
materials. Some integrity of workmanship has been lost with the changes in materials,
although this is relatively minor. The peeling paint and unpainted siding have
diminished the aspects of feeling and association only slightly. In all, this building has
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not lost much integrity. The construction of the power plant would reduce the integrity of
setting to a minor degree, not sufficient to materially impair the eligibility of the house if it
were eligible for the CRHR. The gas pipeline would be placed near the residence. The
placement of the gas pipeline and the ancillary areas needed for the construction have
not yet been determined.

Resource #12 (APN 044-02-22)

TID determined that this house was originally built in 1930. A large roof addition covers
much of the front of the house. This asymmetrical gabled roof covers a large porch and
is supported by decorative “wrought” iron pillars and railing. The pitch of the roof on the
right side is much less than the original roof, again making it out of character with the
original design. To the rear of the porch on the side of the house is a large chimney.
The front porch, porch roof and chimney are out of character with the original style of
architecture. The mass of the front porch and chimney dominate the front and side of
the house. These alterations are sufficient to diminish the integrity of design, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association that this resource would not meet the eligibility
requirements for the CRHR under any criteria.

Resource #13 (APN 044-40-21)

TID provided information from tax records that suggested this building was constructed
in 1966. It is more likely that extensive alterations were made to the front facade of the
building in 1966. The entire front of the building appears to be covered with modern
plywood siding. The doors are modern metal doors, and the windows are aluminum
frame sliders. The front of the building does not retain any of its original features,
seriously diminishing the character of the entire building. The sides of the building
appear to have older siding probably dating to the original construction of the building.
The windows on the side of the building also appear to be aluminum sliders. There is an
HVAC unit on the roof and a large television antenna. The alterations to this building
have changed the character defining elements to such a degree that the building no
longer retains integrity and would not meet the eligibility requirements of the CRHR
under any of the Criteria.

Resource # 14 (APN 044-40-24)

This building was likely constructed during the period of significance. The major
alteration to this building is the addition of the staircase and door to the north side of the
house, a new front paneled door, aluminum frame screens on most of the windows, a
tall television antenna on the roof, and an addition that connects the rear of the house to
a newer garage in the rear. The upper portion of the porch posts is a curved rectangle.
This is an unusual configuration for this architectural style. This could be a modification
after the period of significance. Some paint is peeling, but this is a small diminishment
of the integrity of the building. The building retains integrity of location. The integrity of
design, materials, workmanship, feeling and association has been diminished with the
additions and modifications. The setting has been slightly diminished with the addition
of newer buildings such as the garage. The integrity may not have been sufficiently
diminished to materially impair the eligibility of the resource.

The building is over a mile from the plant site and the addition of the plant would not
significantly change the setting such that the eligibility of the residence would be
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materially impaired. The proposed activity near this house is the construction of the gas
pipeline. Itis unlikely that this building would be impacted by the pipeline construction.
However, the placement of the gas pipeline and the ancillary areas needed for the
construction have not yet been determined.

Resource # 15 (APN 044-10-16)

This building has had rather minor alterations: a newer front door, the porch posts may
have been replaced, one window has been changed to an aluminum slider on the right
side of the house, an air conditioner has been added to one of the upstairs dormers and
to the downstairs, a tall television antenna rests on the roof, and the center section of
the rear of the house has been filled in and a newer door added. The house retains
integrity of location. Most of the integrity of design is intact. The setting is already
diminished with the in filling of newer residences to the south, the newer residence
across the street, the Foster Farms silos to the west and industrial buildings about a
guarter mile to the north. The proposed power plant may be visible to the west, but it
would be very close to the Foster Farm silos. The setting has already been diminished
around this building. The integrity of materials, workmanship, feeling and association
has only been slightly diminished. It is not clear that this building has lost a significant
amount of integrity that its eligibility is materially impaired. However, since the setting is
already lost most of its integrity because of in filling of more modern houses to the south
and east, industrial/commercial buildings to the north and the Foster Farms silos to the
west, the proposed power plant would only diminish the setting to a slight degree. This
would not materially impair the eligibility of this building if it were eligible for the CRHR.

Resources #16 (APN 044-10-48)

This house was constructed in 1937, outside the period of significance for criteria 1 and
2. Most of the windows are still the one over one double hung wooden sash windows.
One window has been replaced with an aluminum sash sliding window. Aluminum
screen doors obscure the doors. There appears to be an addition on the rear of the
house with a shed roof. The door in this addition has a shed roof over it. Two antennas
are attached to the roof. A modern picket fence provides a visual barrier between the
house and the street.

Two out buildings are just left of the house. One out building appears to be covered
with metal siding that is modern. The other outbuilding appears to be covered with
modern metal siding on one side while the rear is wooden and probably original. These
out buildings may or may not be original to the construction of the house.

The alterations to the house (addition, one window replacement, screen doors, and
antennas) have diminished the integrity of materials, workmanship, design, feeling and
association to some degree, but the changes may not be sufficient that the house would
not meet the eligibility requirements for the CRHR. The outbuildings with their metal
cladding and the modern picket fence diminish the setting, feeling and association.
Other industrial buildings in close proximity also diminish the setting. The power plant
would diminish the setting to a very slight degree since it will be further away than other
large industrial/commercial buildings. The change in setting by the proposed power
plant would not materially impair the eligibility of this building if it were eligible for the
CRHR.

CULTURAL RESOURCES 4.3-30 August 2003



Resource # 17 (APN 044-01-12)

This house has had all of the windows replaced with aluminum sliders. A heavy screen
door obscures the front door. The windows to the left of the front door may have been
added as they appear out of character with the rest of the building. The skirt of the
building has been removed to the left of the front steps and along the left side of the
house. A television antenna is attached to the left side of the house and a small
satellite dish is adjacent to the left side of the house. An evaporative cooler has been
installed on the front of the house just to the right of the entrance area. A newer door
has replaced the original back door. A storage shed sits just behind the house. The
setting has been altered with tall power poles and high voltage wires near the front of
this building.

Some of the character defining elements of this house have been altered: removal of
skirting, replacement of the windows, and addition of a heavy security screen door. The
addition of the evaporative cooler adds another major modification to the front facade of
the house. These changes have severely altered the integrity of the house. The
integrity of location is still intact, but design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and
association have all been seriously diminished. Sufficient integrity has been lost that
this building would not meet the eligibility requirements for the CRHR under any of the
criteria.

Resource #18 (APN 044-04-01)

Resource 18 was constructed after the period of significance, so it would not meet
eligibility requirements for the CRHR under criteria 1 or 2. As previously stated, it would
not meet the eligibility requirements under criteria 4. The house has had several
alterations: awnings over front door and over the windows on left and rear of house, a
security type screen door on the back entrance, a security light over the front porch,
heavy hand rails on each side of the front door, and a television antenna on the roof.
Aluminum frame screens have been added to most of the windows, but the double hung
windows are still visible through the screens. The setting has been somewhat altered
by in filling near the house, tall transmission towers and high voltage lines, to the north
and the Foster Farms silos to the east. The proposed power plant would add to the
industrial nature of the setting to the east. However, this would not be a significant
change to the already altered setting of this resource. The addition of the plant and
more power lines would not be a significant change to the setting and would not
materially impair the eligibility of this building.

Resource #19 (APN 044-02-11)

This house has was built in 1925, past the period of significance for criteria 1 and 2. All
the windows on the front and left side have been replaced with horizontal aluminum
sliders. The front door is now a modern four panel with four small lights over the four
panels. An aluminum screen has been added over the front door. The roof is a modern
tile like material, not consistent with the original material. A lattice antenna is near the
front left corner of the house. The replacement of the windows, front door, and roofing
material has altered the integrity (materials, workmanship, design, and feeling) of the
building to such a degree that it would not meet the eligibility requirements for the
CRHR.
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Resource #20 (APN 044-04-02)

This building would not meet eligibility requirements for the CRHR under Criteria 1, 2, or
4 as previously stated. There have been some window replacements in this house and
the entrance may have been altered. The construction of a new power plant would alter
the setting and feeling of this resource. The plant would be to the northeast of this
building, and the Foster Farms silos, other silos, and the cheese factory already visually
dominate this area. The addition of the power plant would further diminish the integrity
of setting and feeling, but it would be to such a small degree that it would not materially
impair the eligibility of this resource.

Resource # 21 (APN 089-10-07)

This house appears to have been modified by enclosing the front porch and adding
windows and a new front door. This is a serious loss of integrity of design. The
remainder of this small house appears to retain good integrity of materials,
workmanship, and feeling although all of these aspects of integrity are reduced because
of the enclosing of the front porch. The setting of the building has been altered with the
in filling of newer buildings to the east, south, west and northwest. Industrial buildings,
silos and the cheese factory, already dominate the area to the south where the new
plant is proposed. The addition of the power plant would further degrade the integrity of
setting although it would be only a slight loss of the integrity of setting. This loss of
setting would not materially impair the eligibility of this resource if it were eligible for the
CRHR.

Resource #22 (APN 044-03-02)

This house appears to have been modified by enclosing the front porch and adding
windows and a new front door. This is a serious loss of integrity of design. The
remainder of this house appears to retain good integrity of materials, workmanship, and
feeling although all of these aspects of integrity are reduced because of the enclosing of
the front porch. The setting of the building has been altered with the in filling of newer
buildings to the east and north. Industrial buildings, silos and the cheese factory,
already dominate the area to the south where the new plant is proposed. The addition
of the power plant would further degrade the integrity of setting to a slight extent. This
loss of setting would not materially impair the eligibility of this resource if it were eligible
for the CRHR.

Resource #23 (APN 089-10-10)

Portions of this house, built in 1915, have been covered with modern siding. The front
porch has vertical siding on it, which is not consistent with the rest of the house. This is
probably an alteration outside of the period of significance. Vertical siding can bee seen
on the right side of the house. An aluminum frame screen door covers the front
doorway. Paint has peeled from portions of the siding. The barn and other outbuildings
are missing boards and roofing. One door on the barn appears to have been replaced.
Antennas are apparent on the roof of the barn.

The house appears to retain some integrity of design, materials, workmanship, and

feeling. The front fagade appears very different with the vertical siding on the lower
portion of the porch and represents a serious diminishment of the integrity of design,
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feeling and association. The setting of the building has been altered with the in filling of
newer buildings to the east and west. Industrial buildings, silos and the cheese factory
already dominate the area to the south where the new plant is proposed. The addition
of the power plant would further degrade the integrity of setting to a slight extent. This
loss of setting would not materially impair the eligibility of this resource if it were eligible
for the CRHR.

Resource #24 (APN 089-10-16)

TID provided information from tax records that indicate this building was constructed in
1961. This is more likely to be when a large addition was built on the east side of the
original building. This building appears to have originally been a hipped roof masonry
block building. The addition is about the size of the original building with a nearly flat
roof. Although the addition is slightly set back from the front of the original building, the
size and massing of the building is significantly altered. The building only retains its
integrity of location. Design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association
have lost significant integrity and this building would not meet the eligibility requirements
for the CRHR under any of the criteria.

Resource #25 (APN 089-10-17)

This building was originally a service station and is now operated as a hardware store
and auto repair shop. The building is reported to have been built in 1953, outside the
period of significance. The pump island remains in front of the building although the
pumps have been removed. On the left side of the masonry block building is a board
and batten addition. The addition increases the footprint of the building by about 25
percent. The addition is set back from the front of the building. Plastic letters are
attached to the side of the building advertising its name and function. Signs have been
placed above the door and each of the front windows. The letters and signs are out of
character with the period of the construction.

Having lost the gas pumps, one of the character defining elements of this building type,
and having a large addition at the side, the building has lost a significant amount of
integrity of design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. This
building would not meet the eligibility requirements for the CRHR under any of the
criteria.

Resource #26 (APN 089-10-13)

Building 26 is made up of an old school and a new addition. The construction date for
the school building is not known. The school building has a hip roof and panel walls
broken by dominant vertical columns on the side facing West Main Street. The concrete
stairs and railings on the north side of the building appear to be original to this school
building. The taller section of the school building was probably the gymnasium that
would most likely have been windowless. A small wall air conditioner has been installed
on the east side of the school building. A tall television antenna is visible above the
building as well as the sign over the door. The HVAC units on the new addition can
been seen over the school building. An addition has been added to the north side of the
school building, doubling the footprint of the building. The addition has a flat roof with
sloping sides. There are no windows in either part of the building.
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The removal of windows from the classroom section of the school building removed one
of the very important character defining attributes of a school. The large addition also
has changed the design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association to
such a degree that this building would not meet the eligibility requirements for the
CRHR under any of the criteria.

Resource # 27 (APN 023-40-07)

Building 27 is a well-maintained residence and well/tank house behind the residence.
Some windows have been replaced with aluminum sliders and large single glass lights.
An air conditioner has been added to an upstairs window. Awnings cover the upper
portion of many of the windows. A flat roofed carport has been added behind the
house. The barn further to the back of the parcel is also in good shape.

TID indicates that the property has a good deal of integrity. Even with the intrusion of
the carport, alteration of some windows, addition of awnings and air conditioners, the
integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling and association is good. With this
resource the aspect of integrity that would be most changed by the proposed power
plant is the setting. The power plant would be built to the southeast of this parcel.
Immediately adjacent to the parcel is a traffic signal and about a half-mile further are the
Foster Farms silos. Other silos and industrial facilities dominate the skyline to the east
and southeast. The setting in this direction has already lost significant integrity. The
construction of the proposed power plant would further degrade the integrity of setting to
a slight extent. This loss of setting would not materially impair the eligibility of this
resource if it were eligible for the CRHR.

Resource #28 (APN 044-01-08)

The architectural style of this residence suggests it is older than the tax record
information provided by TID. The house has had some alterations with the replacement
of original windows with aluminum sliders, the covering of the vent or window on the
upstairs dormer, and the placement of the television antenna on the roof.

Even with the alteration of some windows and the addition of the antenna, the integrity
of design, materials, workmanship, feeling and association is good. With this resource,
the aspect of integrity that would be most changed by the proposed power plant is the
setting. The power plant would be built to the east-southeast of this parcel. About a
half-mile to the east-southeast are the Foster Farms silos. Other silos and industrial
facilities dominate the skyline to the east and southeast. The setting in this direction
has already lost significant integrity. The construction of the proposed power plant
would further degrade the integrity of setting to a slight extent. This loss of setting
would not materially impair the eligibility of this resource if it were eligible for the CRHR.

Resource #29 (APN 044-01-07)

TID indicated that this building was constructed in 1949, outside the period of
significance for criteria 1 and 2. As previously stated, this would not be significant under
criteria 4. The building has a combination of hip roofs, gable roofs and shed roofs. The
front facade is has a three vertical light window in the center, with double hung windows
on each side of the center. One aluminum siding window can be seen on the left side of
the front of the house. There appears to be an addition enclosing an old porch on the
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right side of the center of the house. The siding on this addition is similar to the main
part of the house, but is not the same size. The roof over the addition and in front of the
garage may have been added at the same time as the addition on the old porch. A
small air conditioner is visible on the side of the center of the house. A satellite dish
rests on the roof near the apex of the front gable.

On the rear of the house are additions clad in a corrugated material. One of the
additions partially covers a window. The roof over these additions is also corrugated
material. The additions on the back are out of character with the rest of the house in the
use of a shed roof and the corrugated roofing and siding.

The changes in this residence, additions, satellite dish and air conditioner diminish the
integrity of the building (design, material, workmanship, and feeling) to such a degree
that it would not meet the eligibility requirements for the CRHR.

Resource #30 (APN 023-40-08)

This residence is a well-maintained masonry block building which appears to have all
original windows and doors. The porch roof is supported by two metal posts and has a
low “L"-shaped wall on two sides. The low wall is probably a later alteration to the
house. This appears to be the only alteration, representing a minimal diminishment of
the integrity of design, materials, workmanship, and feeling.

The alteration of the porch represents a minimal loss of integrity of design, materials,
workmanship, feeling and association. With this resource, the aspect of integrity that
would be most changed by the proposed power plant is the setting. The power plant
would be built to the east-southeast of this parcel. About a half-mile to the east-
southeast are the Foster Farms silos. Other silos and industrial facilities dominate the
skyline to the east and southeast. The setting in this direction has already lost
significant integrity. The construction of the proposed power plant would further
degrade the integrity of setting to a slight extent. This loss of setting would not
materially impair the eligibility of this resource if it were eligible for the CRHR.

Resource #31 (APN 023-40-09)

The complex on this parcel is made up of several buildings: a residence, a milking shed,
barn and other outbuildings. TID indicated that the tax records date this resource to
1973. The siding and window styles of the residence and the appearance of the barn
suggest that some of the buildings were built well before this date, perhaps within the
period of significance. There may have been a permit approved in 1973 for renovations
or additions to the complex that would have required an update of the tax records. The
eligibility of the complex or any of the individual buildings has not been determined.

These buildings are in a similar location as others already discussed in this area. With
this resource, the aspect of integrity that would be most changed by the proposed
power plant is the setting. The power plant would be built to the east-southeast of this
parcel. About a half-mile to the east-southeast are the Foster Farms silos. Other silos
and industrial facilities dominate the skyline to the east and southeast. The setting in
this direction has already lost significant integrity. The construction of the proposed
power plant would further degrade the integrity of setting but only to a slight extent.
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This loss of setting would not materially impair the eligibility of this resource if it were
eligible for the CRHR.

Resource #32 (Tidewater Southern Railway, Turlock Branch)

The character defining attributes of a railway built in 1916 would consist of rails, ties, ralil
ballast, and crossing signs through a relatively rural environment until entering each of
the small cities on the route. Although rails have been upgraded and ties have been
replaced, the rail bed still retains some of the character defining attributes. The
crossings have been automated and the crossing signs have been changed
significantly. The setting has changed the most with the development of numerous
industrial and commercial buildings between Holland Drive and Kilroy Road. High
voltage power lines cross the tracks at Washington Road and the Walnut substation and
Walnut Power Plant are on the north side of the tracks between Holland Drive and
Washington Road.

This segment of the Tidewater Southern Railroad still retains its integrity of location but
it has lost a minor amount of design. The setting of the railroad at this location is
significantly diminished, materials have been altered, workmanship has diminished to
some degree, and the feeling and association have diminished significantly. The
integrity of this section has been reduced to the extent that if the entire railway were
eligible for the CRHR, this segment would not contribute to the eligibility of the overall
resource.

Resource #33 (Canal Lateral No, 5)

TID suggests Canal Lateral No. 5 is significant in the local history and the development
of irrigation agriculture in Turlock. The period of significance is 1905 to 1920, the period
of growth and development. The canal lateral was an open earthen canal during the
period of significance. The canal was lined with concrete in the 1930s. TID maintains
that the canal maintains sufficient integrity to be eligible for the CRHR due to its
association with irrigation agriculture in California.
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Appendix Table 1

Cultural Resources within the Walnut Energy Center Phase |

# | Assessor Parcel No. Date of Eligibility Criteria*
Construction 1 2 3 4
1 044-02-14 1930 N N N N
2 044-12-02 1908 U U U N
3 044-01-28 1940 N N N N
4 044-01-05 1948 N N N N
5 044-10-11 Undetermined N N N N
6 044-15-02 1949 N N U N
7 044-10-07 1925 N N N N
8 044-13-06 1900 N N N N
9 044-04-14 1967* N N N N
10 044-01-16 1920 N N N N
11 044-02-08 1908 U U U N
12 044-02-22 1930 N N N N
13 044-40-21 1966* N N N N
14 044-40-24 1914 U U U N
15 044-04-16 1910 U U U N
16 044-10-48 1937 N N U N
17 044-01-12 1920 N N N N
18 044-04-01 1935 N N U N
19 044-02-11 1925 N N N N
20 044-04-02 1947 N N U N
21 089-10-07 1910 U U U N
22 044-03-02 1908 U U U N
23 089-10-10 1915 U U U N
24 089-10-16 1961* N N N N
25 089-10-17 1953 N N N N
26 089-10-13 Undetermined N N N N
27 023-40-07 1911 U U U N
28 044-01-08 1956* U U U N
29 044-01-07 1949 N N N N
30 023-40-08 1955 N N U N
31 023-40-09 1973 U U U N
32 Tidewater Southern
Railway, Turlock Branch | No Date available N N N N
33 Canal Lateral No, 5 1903 A

*Recommendation that resource meets the eligibility criteria for the CRHR

N = Does not meet the eligibility requirement. U = undetermined. A = assumed to meet the

eligibility requirement.
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

This analysis will be provided at a later date.



LAND USE

Testimony of David Flores

INTRODUCTION

This land use analysis of the Walnut Energy Center (WEC) focuses on two main issues:
the project’s consistency with local land use plans, ordinances and policies; and the
project’s compatibility with existing and planned land uses. In general, an electric
generation project and its related facilities may be incompatible with existing and
planned land uses if it creates unmitigated noise, dust, public health hazard or
nuisance, traffic, or visual impacts or when it unduly restricts existing or planned future
uses.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS (LORS)

This section describes federal, state, regional, and local land use LORS applicable to
the proposed project.

FEDERAL
No federal LORS for land use apply to the proposed project.

LOCAL

City of Turlock

City of Turlock Zoning Ordinance

The City of Turlock Zoning Ordinance (Article 9 of the City of Turlock General Code)
establishes land use (zone) districts in the incorporated areas of the City. In each
specific land use district, the types of development, dimensions for buildings, and open
spaces are regulated for the purpose of implementing the general plan of the county.
The purposes of these regulations are protecting existing development, encouraging
beneficial new development, and preventing overcrowding and congestion. LAND USE
Figure 1 shows the zoning districts in the area of the proposed project site.

City of Turlock General Plan

Under California State planning law, each incorporated City and County must adopt a
comprehensive, long-term General Plan that governs the physical development of all
lands under its jurisdiction. The general plan is a broadly scoped planning document
and defines large-scale planned development patterns over a relatively long timeframe.

The General Plan consists of a statement of development policies and must include a
diagram and text setting forth the objectives, principles, standards and proposals of the
document. At a minimum, a General Plan has seven mandatory elements including
Land Use; Circulation; Housing; Conservation; Open Space; Noise and Safety.
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The City of Turlock administers the State required general plan as a group of
documents organized by geographic areas and subject matter and has included a Land
Use element in its Plan (Government Code, 8§ 65301 & § 65303). LAND USE Figure 2
shows the general plan designations in the area of the proposed project site.

Land Use Element

The Land Use Element addresses the types and locations of land uses (e.g., residential,
industrial, commercial, infrastructure such as roads, wastewater treatment, and utility
facilities) that the City Council considers appropriate for the long-range outlook of the
General Plan.

Stanislaus County

Stanislaus County General Plan

Land Use Element

The Land Use Element encourages the Stanislaus County Economic Development
Corporation to promote Stanislaus County as a profitable location for industry, to
develop new industries and retain existing industries.

SETTING

SITE AND VICINITY DESCRIPTION

The proposed Walnut Energy Center (WEC) is to be built on an 18-acre portion of an
approximately 69-acre parcel located in the southwestern portion of the City near the
intersection of West Main and Washington Road. A 20-foot irrigation easement exists
on the eastern boundary of the parcel, a 12.5 foot irrigation easement on the
southwestern boundary of the property and a 20-foot electrical easement on the
northwesterly boundary of the property.

The parcel is currently being used for agricultural crops, which are typically corn and
oats used for livestock feeding in the area. The Union Pacific Railroad Line exists just
north of the project site. Highway 99 is approximately two miles east of the site and the
Turlock Irrigation District peaking plant and substation is west of the property.
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SURROUNDING LAND USE

Land uses surrounding the site include large parcel agriculture, open space and
industrial uses. Specific surrounding uses are described as follows:

e North: Immediately north of the project site is the Union Pacific Railroad line.
Beyond the railroad line is a Foster Farms grains facility and accompanying silos.

e South: Agricultural land with a communication tower southeast of the project site.

e East: Immediately east are agricultural lands, and beyond are various farming
headquarters and dairies.

e West: Agricultural land and beyond is Washington Road.

Other uses in the vicinity of the site include scattered residential homesites,
agriculturally related facilities and a small peaker power plant fueled by natural gas.

Irrigated agricultural lands exist along the project’s 69-kV and 115-kV electric
transmission line routes from the project site to the existing Walnut Hilmar 115-kV and
the Walnut-Industrial 69-kV transmission lines.

The water supply lines and natural gas line for the project would cross irrigated
agricultural land, and developed industrial areas.

PROJECT FEATURES

GENERATING FACILITY

The WEC project-generating facility would consist of a 250 MW natural gas fired
combined cycle generating facility. Approximately 18-acres of land will be required to
accommodate the plant facilities, which are comprised of:

e two combustion turbines;

e two heat recovery steam generators;

e one condensing steam turbine generator;
e deaerating surface condenser;

e mechanical draft cooling tower;

e parking area; and

e transmission switchyard.

e There is a proposed access road for fire equipment and facility maintenance on the
plant site.

115-KV TRANSMISSION LINE INTERCONNECTION

The linear facilities for the project would include a new 1,950 feet double-circuit 115-kV
transmission line that would run along the west side of South Washington Road and tie
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into the existing Hilmar-Walnut 115-kV line just west of Washington Road and just south
of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks. Existing land uses within 0.5 miles of the 115-kV
interconnection include agricultural production, agricultural-related industries, and
scattered residential.

69-KV TRANSMISSION LINE INTERCONNECTION

The WEC project will also require a new 670-foot double-circuit 69-kV transmission line.
The 69-kV transmission line route will run from the project site to the existing line that
runs parallel to Ruble Road. This interconnection will tie into the existing Walnut
Industrial 69-kV Line 2 approximately 2,600 feet north of Linwood Avenue.

Existing land uses within 0.5 miles of the transmission route include agricultural crops,
scattered residential, agricultural-related businesses and a telecommunication site.

Recycled Water pipeline

An approximate 1.6-mile buried 12 to 24-inch recycled water supply pipeline would
leave the WEC project site and head approximately 1,000 feet south to Ruble Road
along the east side of the 69-acre parcel. It will then continue east on Ruble Road for
approximately 3,350 feet to South Tegner Road. At South Tegner Road, the pipeline
will proceed south approximately 1,100 feet to an existing 69-kV Turlock Irrigation
District transmission line corridor. The pipeline will then turn east, paralleling the
transmission line, for approximately 2,600 feet until it reaches South Kilroy Road. At
South Kilroy Road, the pipeline will head south for approximately 350 feet, where it will
head due east into the City's wastewater treatment plant site. Existing land uses within
0.5 miles of the proposed recycled water line include agricultural crops, scattered
residential and agricultural-related businesses.

Potable Water Pipeline

An approximate 0.9-mile buried 8 to 14-inch potable water line will leave the WEC plant
site and head south to Ruble Road approximately 1,100 feet along the east side of the
69-acre parcel. It will then continue east on Ruble Road for approximately 3,350 feet to
South Tegner Road. At South Tegner Road, it will interconnect with the City's existing
potable water main line. Existing land uses within 0.5 miles of the proposed potable
water line include agricultural crops, scattered residential and agricultural-related
businesses.

IMPACTS

According to Appendix G of the Guidelines to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), a project may have a significant effect on land use if a proposed project would:

e convert Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland to
non-agricultural use (Section Il, Agricultural Resources);

e conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect (Section IX, Land Use and Planning); or
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e disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community (Section 1X,
Land Use and Planning).

A project may also have a significant impact on land use if it would create unmitigated
noise, dust, public health hazard or nuisance, traffic, or visual impacts or if it precludes
or unduly restricts existing or planned future uses.

CONFORMITY WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND
STANDARDS

Public Resources Code § 25525 states that the Energy Commission shall not certify any
facility when it finds "that the facility does not conform with any applicable state, local, or
regional standards, ordinances, or laws, unless the [Energy] commission determines
that such a facility is required for public convenience and necessity and that there are
not more prudent and feasible means of achieving such public convenience and
necessity. In making the determination, the commission shall consider the entire record
of the proceeding including, but not limited to, the impacts of the facility on the
environment, consumer benefits, and electric system reliability.” In no event shall the
commission make any finding in conflict with applicable federal law or regulation. When
determining if a project is in conformance with state, local or regional ordinances or
regulations, the Energy Commission typically meets and consults with applicable
agencies to determine conformity and, when necessary, "to attempt to correct or
eliminate any noncompliance" (8 25523(d)(1)). The laws, ordinances, regulations,
standards (LORS) and policies applicable to the project have been analyzed below to
determine the extent to which the WEC is consistent or at variance with each
requirement or standard.

Project Site

California Land Conservation Act of 1965

The 69-acre parcel containing the project site does not have a land conservation
contract. Also, the property is not within a Williamson Act preserve or a Farmland
Security Zone. The project's proposed linear facilities do not cross Williamson Act
preserve lands or a Farmland Security Zone.

City of Turlock General Plan/Land Use LORS and Policies

Land Use Element

The General Plan was amended in 2002. It reflects the values and contains the goals
of the community regarding development. The General Plan policies express the
abstract ideas and visions of the community, and were designed to create an economic
and social balance consistent with Turlock's growth. The following General Plan Land
Use policies applicable to the WEC project are listed below:

e Industrial Standards: Section 2.5-h: Industrial developments shall be designed to
minimize potential community impacts adversely affecting residential and
commercial areas in relation to local and regional air quality and odor, adequacy of
municipal service, local traffic conditions, visual quality, and noise levels.
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1. Section 2.5-I: Buffer industrial and heavy commercial areas from adjacent
residential, commercial, and recreation areas.

2. Section 2.5-j: Designate industrial areas to be solely utilized by industrial uses to
maintain and encourage mutually supportive, attractive, and compact industrial
environments and to be protected from encroachment or preemption by other
incompatible uses.

e Urban Reserve Standards: Section 2.10: The General Plan states that lands
currently in agricultural production can be converted to urban uses if urban services
can be provided and population growth justifies conversion of land use; contingent
on additional analysis, planning and action by the City as appropriate. Agricultural
uses are permitted, but are considered transitional and are intended to eventually be
replaced by urban development.

e The proposed project with its industrial/utility infrastructure land use, is consistent
with the Turlock General Plan, including its Industrial and Urban Reserve Standards.

City of Turlock Zoning Ordinance

The proposed project site is within an “I” (Industrial Zone) District (City of Turlock,
2002). In 1992, the City of Turlock annexed approximately 4,700 acres of agricultural
land, and rezoned this large area which includes the project site, from Agricultural to
Industrial.

Uses such as the WEC are permitted and generally encouraged in Turlock's "I" Districts.
Industrial districts or "I" districts are established to minimize the impact of industrial uses
on adjacent residential and commercial districts, and to provide for the full range of
manufacturing, industrial processing, general service, and distribution uses deemed
suitable for location in Turlock; and to protect Turlock's general industrial areas from the
competition for space from unrelated uses that could more appropriately be located
elsewhere in the city. (City Zoning Ordinance, Title 9-3-401). To ensure that the WEC
conforms to the City of Turlock Zoning Code, staff recommends that the Commission
require the following Conditions of Certification:

e LAND-1 requiring compliance with the design and performance standards for the
Zoning District;

e LAND-2 requiring compliance with the City’s parking standards;

e LAND-3 requiring compliance with the City’s outdoor advertising regulations
applicable to any WEC signs erected (either temporary or permanent);

e LAND-4 requiring the City’s review and comment on descriptions of the final
laydown/staging areas identified for construction of the WEC; and

e LAND-5 requiring compliance with the City’s requirements for minimum setbacks
from the property line.
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Linear Facilities

City of Turlock/Stanislaus County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance

The City's General Plan and zoning designations along the 115-kV and 69-kV
transmission routes are designated industrial use or planned development for business
park uses. The WEC's linear facilities would be consistent with these designations.

COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING AND PLANNED LAND USES

Project Site

The project would be constructed on an 18-acre portion of a 69-acre industrially
designated parcel owned by the applicant.

Of the various zoning districts in the City’s Zoning Ordinance, the Industrial "I" zoning
district in which the project site is located, is the most appropriate zoning district for a
power plant, which is intended to provide for public utility facilities. Power plants are
specifically listed as a compatible use in the "I” District. The project complies with all of
the applicable development standards (lot, and yard requirements) set forth in the
Zoning Ordinance for the “I” District.

Existing land uses in the vicinity of the site consist of large acreage agricultural lands
and agricultural related operations, and an existing peaker power plant facility.
Scattered residences in the area could be affected by air quality impacts and the visual
impacts of the potential plume from the proposed facility. Travelers on State Highway
99, approximately five miles from the project site, and Washington Road users could be
similarly affected by visual impacts of the facility. These impacts are addressed in
greater detail in the AIR QUALITY and VISUAL RESOURCES Sections of the PSA.

Staff believes that the project’s consistency with: 1) the City's land use designation and
zoning for the site; and 2) the current development pattern for the area established by
the City of Turlock is consistent with the General Plan and zoning ordinance, and that
the WEC is an allowed and compatible use for the area. Staff believes that the
proposed power plant development will be compatible with the surrounding agricultural
and industrial operations. Staff believes that the existing peaker power plant facility in
the vicinity is compatible with surrounding uses, and WEC will be similar (See Figure 2
for location of Peaker Plant).

Conversion of Prime Farmland

Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines states that a project may cause a significant
adverse impact to agricultural resources if it does any of the following:

e Convert prime farmland to non-agricultural use;
e Conflict with agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act contract;

e Involve other changes in the existing environment which could result in conversion of
farmland to non-agricultural use.
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This project does comply with the applicable zoning designation, but would result in the
conversion of 18 acres of land that are designated as “Prime Farmland” by the
California Department of Conservation. The parcel is currently being used for
agricultural crops, which are typically corn and oats used for livestock feeding in the
area. This parcel meets the Department of Conservation’s criteria for prime farmland, in
that it has been farmed and irrigated within the last five years, and it has the required
productive soil characteristics. Staff therefore concludes that the project will have a
significant adverse impact on agricultural resources and recommends that mitigation be
required, as specified in Conditions of Certification LAND-6. Specifically, staff believes
that the project owner should be required to ensure that an identical amount of prime
farmland is preserved in perpetuity. This can be done through purchase of land or of
easements, or through contribution to an agricultural land trust that will use the funds to
preserve a minimum of 18 acres of prime farmland in perpetuity.

Linear Facilities

Disruption or Division of an Established Community

The water supply/gas pipeline and transmission line alignments would temporarily affect
land currently being used in agricultural production. The topsoil in these areas would be
removed during the construction period, and temporarily converted to non-agricultural
use by this project. Soil surface would be returned to the original grades and
agricultural use upon completion of construction activities. Therefore, no existing
farmlands would be permanently converted to non-agricultural use for the WEC's linear
facilities. The impacts would be less than significant.

As discussed earlier in this report, both the 69 kV and 115 kV proposed transmission

line routes would be installed within existing dedicated right-of-ways. They would not
affect adjacent farmland activities.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The proposed project is consistent with the City of Turlock's (City) long-range land use
policies for this industrially-designated area as expressed in the General Plan.
Conformity with the General Plan is the primary consideration in determining a project’s
potential to contribute to adverse cumulative land use impacts, and projects that are
consistent with the City’s long-range land use policies do not constitute a constitute a
contribution to any cumulative impacts. The General Plan sets forth the City's long-
range vision for the physical development of the incorporated areas, and other plans for
infrastructure and public services are based on this long-range vision.

Although the project will contribute to the cumulative loss of agricultural land in the City,
staff has recommended that the applicant mitigate for the impact of conversion of prime
farmland. With mitigation, the project’s contribution to the cumulative loss of agricultural
land is not significant.

The proposed project is not expected to make a significant contribution to regional
impacts related to new development and growth, such as population inmigration, the
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resultant increased demand for public services, and expansion of public infrastructure
such as water pipelines to serve residential development.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Staff has reviewed the Census 2000 information that shows the minority population is
less than 50 percent within a six-mile radius of the proposed Walnut Energy Center
(please refer to Socioeconomics Figure 1 in this Staff Assessment). However, as
indicated in Socioeconomics Figurel, there are multiple census blocks with greater
than 50 percent minority persons within the six-mile radius. Staff considers these to be
pockets or clusters. Staff also reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the low-
income population is less than 50 percent within the same radius. Because staff has
determined there to be pockets or clusters of minority population within the six-mile
radius, staff conducted a focused environmental justice analysis with respect to land
use.

Based on staff's land use analysis, which included consideration of information provided
by participants at workshops, staff has not identified any unmitigated, significant direct
or cumulative impacts resulting from construction or operation of the project, meaning
that there would be no land use related environmental justice issues for this project.

FACILITY CLOSURE

At some point in the future, the proposed facility would cease operation and close down.
At that time, it would be necessary to ensure that closure occurs in such a way that
public health and safety and the environment are protected from adverse impacts.

The planned lifetime of the WEC plant is estimated at thirty years. At least twelve
months prior to the initiation of decommissioning, the Applicant would prepare a Facility
Closure Plan for Energy Commission review and approval. This review and approval
process would be public and allow participation by interested parties and other
regulatory agencies. At the time of closure, all applicable LORS would be identified and
the closure plan would discuss conformance of decommissioning, restoration, and
remediation activities with these LORS. All of these activities would fall under the
authority of the Energy Commission.

There are at least two other circumstances under which a facility closure can occur,
unexpected temporary closure and unexpected permanent closure. Staff has not
identified any LORS from a land use perspective that the applicant would have to
comply with in the event of unexpected temporary closure or unexpected permanent
closure of the WEC.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The project is consistent with the City’s land use designation and zoning.

2. In order to reduce the potentially significant impact associated with the loss of
productive prime agricultural land to a level of insignificance under CEQA, the
applicant must comply with Condition of Certification LAND-6 by providing a
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5.

mitigation that will result in permanent conservation of an equal amount of prime
farmland.

The project would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established
community. The downtown area of Turlock is approximately three miles away from
the subject property.

The project would not preclude or unduly restrict existing or planned land uses. The
project would not preclude or unduly restrict the conducting of agricultural land uses
on neighboring properties.

With mitigation, operation of the project would not cause any significant noise, dust,
public health, traffic, or visual impacts to nearby land uses, nor would the operation
of the WEC contribute substantially to any cumulative land use impacts.

If the project is certified, staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following
Conditions of Certification.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

LAND-1 The project owner shall comply with the minimum design and performance

standards for the Industrial ("I'") Zoning District set forth in the City of Turlock
Zoning Ordinance.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of construction, the project owner shall
submit written documentation, including evidence of review by the City of Turlock
Planning Department that the project meets the above referenced requirements and has
been reviewed by the City.

LAND-2 The project owner shall comply with the parking standards established by the

City of Turlock Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 9-2, Article 2).

Verification: At least 30 days prior to start of construction, the project owner shall
submit to the CPM, written documentation, including evidence of review by the City of
Turlock, that the project conforms to all applicable parking standards.

LAND-3 The project owner shall ensure that any signs erected (either permanent or

for construction only) comply with the outdoor advertising regulations
established by the City of Turlock Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 9-2, Article 5).

Verification: At least 30 days prior to start of construction, the project owner shall
submit to the CPM, written documentation, including evidence of review by the City of
Turlock, that all erected signs will conform to the zoning ordinance.

LAND-4 The project owner shall provide the Director of the City of Turlock Planning

Department for review and comment and the CPM for review and approval,
descriptions of the final lay down/staging areas identified for construction of
the project. The description shall include:

(a) Assessor’s Parcel numbers;
(b) addresses;
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(c) land use designations;

(d) zoning;

(e) site plan showing dimensions;

(f) owner’s name and address (if leased); and

(9) duration of lease (if leased); and, if a discretionary permit was required; (2)
copies of all discretionary and/or administrative permits necessary for site
use as lay down/staging areas.

Verification: The project owner shall provide the specified documents at least 30 days
prior to the start of any ground disturbance activities.

LAND-5 The project owner shall provide to the CPM for approval, a site plan with
dimensions showing the locations of the proposed buildings and structures in
compliance with the minimum yard area requirements (setbacks) from the
property line as stipulated in the City of Turlock Zoning Ordinance.

Verification: Thirty (30) days prior to the start of construction, the project owner shall
submit a site plan showing that the project conforms to all applicable yard area
requirements as set forth in the City of Turlock Zoning Ordinance.

LAND-6 The project owner shall mitigate at a one to one ratio for the conversion of 18
acres of prime farmland as classified by the California Department of
Conservation, to a non-agricultural use, for the construction of the power
generation facility. The mitigation shall consist of one of the following:

1) a mitigation fee payment to a City of Turlock or Stanislaus County
agricultural land trust or the American Farmland Trust consistent with a
prepared Farmlands Mitigation Agreement. The payment amount shall be
determined by contacting the local assessor’s office to determine the
assessed value for 18 acres of prime agricultural land; or by a real estate
appraiser selected by the project owner and approved by the CPM.

2) securing the acquisition of an agricultural easement for other farmland in
the vicinity. Easements for prime farmland would be acquired based on the
California Department of Conservation’s Important Farmland Classification

Map, but in no case shall be less than a 1:1 ratio.

Verification: Thirty (30) days prior to start of construction, the project owner shall
provide in its monthly compliance reports a discussion of any land and/or easements
purchased in the preceding month by the trust with the mitigation fee money provided,
and the provisions to guarantee that the land managed by the trust will be farmed in
perpetuity. This discussion must include the schedule for purchasing 18 acres of prime
farmland and/or easements within one year of start of construction as compensation for
the eighteen acres of prime farmland to be converted by the WEC.
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ATTACHMENT A
GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Testimony of David Flores

INTRODUCTION

In general, power plants do not, in and of themselves, induce growth in the area where
they are built. In the case of Walnut Energy Center (WEC), the project may: 1) displace
imported electricity, thereby not resulting in any additional electricity or growth effects in
Turlock, and /or 2) send any surplus electricity outside of Turlock if there is not enough
demand within Turlock. In the second instance, it is impossible to predict where the
electricity will go. Therefore, an analysis of the potential for regional growth inducement
would be speculative.

Under CEQA, staff need not analyze the growth-inducing effects of a project if that
project is already analyzed in local planning documents, and if those documents also
discuss growth targets and limits. [City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. U.S. Dept. of
Transportation 123 F.3d 1142 (9" Cir. 1997)].

The project as a whole is consistent with the City of Turlock General Plan (General
Plan), for which a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been certified by the
City of Turlock. The FEIR analyzes the growth in population, jobs and housing that
would be attributable to a build-out of the City of Turlock. (City of Turlock Land Use
Element, Section 2). The General Plan proposes, and the FEIR analyzes 1,000 acres
as industrial urban reserve, of which 300 acres have been annexed and zoned
industrial. Since WEC would be an industrial use within the plan area and conforms to
the General Plan, any growth-inducing impacts associated with WEC as part of the
industrial build-out have been analyzed by the General Plan. Staff does not foresee any
growth-inducing impacts specifically from WEC that go beyond what has already been
discussed in the General Plan or FEIR.

REFERENCES

City of Turlock, 2002a. City of Turlock General Plan. (online)
http://ci.turlock.ca.us/citydepartments/communityplanning/generalplan/index.asp

City of Turlock, 2002b. Turlock General Plan Master Environmental Assessment/Draft
Environmental Impact Report.
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NOISE AND VIBRATION

Testimony of Steve Baker

INTRODUCTION

The construction and operation of any power plant creates noise, or unwanted sound.
The character and loudness of this noise, the time of day or night that it is produced,
and the proximity of the facility to sensitive receptors combine to determine whether the
facility would meet applicable noise control laws and ordinances, and whether it would
cause significant adverse environmental impacts. In some cases, vibration may be
produced as a result of power plant construction practices, such as blasting or pile
driving. The ground-borne energy of vibration has the potential to cause structural
damage and annoyance.

The purpose of this analysis is to identify and examine the likely noise and vibration
impacts from the construction and operation of the Walnut Energy Center Project
(WEC), and to recommend procedures to ensure that the resulting noise and vibration
impacts would be adequately mitigated to comply with applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (LORS). For an explanation of technical terms employed in
this testimony, please refer to NOISE Appendix A immediately following this testimony.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

FEDERAL

Under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (OSHA) (29 U.S.C. 8§ 651 et
seq.), the Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
has adopted regulations (29 C.F.R. 8§ 1910.95) designed to protect workers against the
effects of occupational noise exposure. These regulations list permissible noise
exposure levels as a function of the amount of time during which the worker is exposed
(see NOISE Appendix A, Table A4 immediately following this section). The
regulations further specify a hearing conservation program that involves monitoring the
noise to which workers are exposed, assuring that workers are made aware of
overexposure to noise, and periodically testing the workers’ hearing to detect any
degradation.

There are no federal laws governing off-site (community) noise.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published guidelines for assessing the
impacts of ground-borne vibration associated with construction of rail projects. These
guidelines have been applied by other jurisdictions to other types of projects. The FTA-
recommended vibration standards are expressed in terms of the “vibration level,” which
is calculated from the peak particle velocity measured from ground-borne vibration. The
FTA measure of the threshold of perception is 65 VdB, which correlates to a peak
particle velocity of about 0.002 inches per second (in/sec). The FTA measure of the
threshold of architectural damage for conventional sensitive structures is 100 VdB,
which correlates to a peak particle velocity of about 0.2 in/sec.
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STATE

California Government Code section 65302(f) encourages each local governmental
entity to perform noise studies and implement a noise element as part of its General
Plan. In addition, the California Office of Planning and Research has published
guidelines for preparing noise elements, which include recommendations for evaluating
the compatibility of various land uses as a function of community noise exposure. The
state land use compatibility guidelines are listed in NOISE Table 1.

The State of California, Office of Noise Control, prepared a Model Community Noise
Control Ordinance, which provides guidance for acceptable noise levels in the absence
of local noise standards. The Model also contains a definition of a simple tone, or “pure
tone,” in terms of one-third octave band sound pressure levels that can be used to
determine whether a noise source contains annoying tonal components. The Model
Community Noise Control Ordinance further recommends that, when a pure tone is
present, the applicable noise standard should be lowered (made more stringent) by five
dBA.

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-OSHA) has
promulgated Occupational Noise Exposure Regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8,
88 5095-5099) that set employee noise exposure limits. These standards are
equivalent to the federal OSHA standards (see NOISE Appendix A, Table A4).

LOCAL

City of Turlock General Plan

Section 8 of the City’s General Plan (Turlock 2002a) is the Noise Element. This
document requires protection from noise for sensitive receptors located on lands
designated for noise-sensitive uses, such as residentially-zoned land. Since the land
within the City limits and near the WEC is industrially-zoned, this noise element does
not impose restrictions applicable to this project.
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NOISE Table 1 — Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environment

L AND USE CATEGORY COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE - Ldn or CNEL (dB)
50 55 60 65 70 75 80

Residential — Low Density Single I j

Family, Duplex, Mobile Home 7 v

Residential — Multi-Family B \ \ \
I Y I

Transient Lodging —Motel, Hotel mw
I I I

Schoals, Libraries, Churches,

Hospitals, Nursing Homes T ‘

Auditorium, Concert Hall,

Amphitheaters o1 T T

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator

Sports o] T

; ]
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks =

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water ii‘
Recreation, Cemeteries VU

Office Buildings, Business
Commercial and Professional

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities,
Agriculture

Normally Acceptable Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of

normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements.

Conditionally Acceptable New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirements is made and needed noise insul ation features are included in the design.

’ Normally Unacceptable New construction or development should be discouraged. |f new construction or devel opment
does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirement must be made and needed
noise insulation features included in the design.

\\ Clearly Unacceptable New construction or development generally should not be undertaken.

Source: State of California General Plan Guidelines, Office of Planning and Research, June 1990.

City of Turlock Noise Ordinance

The City’s Zoning Ordinance (Turlock 2000a) includes Chapter 2, Article 3: Noise
Standards. Subsection 9-2-307(a), Exterior noise standards, includes a table, Exterior
Noise Limits, that specifies “Levels Not To Be Exceeded More Than 30 Minutes in Any
Hour.” This table is summarized in NOISE Table 2 below:
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NOISE Table 2 — City of Turlock Noise Ordinance

Receiving Land Use Time Period Noise Level, dBA Lso*
Category Rural/Suburban

Residential 7a.m.to 10 p.m. 50
One & Two Family 10 p.m.to 7 a.m. 40
Multiple Dwellings 7a.m.to 10 p.m. 50
10 p.m.to 7 a.m. 45
Light Industrial Any Time 70
Heavy Industrial Any Time 75

*Staff agrees with the applicant (TID 2002a, AFC Table 8.5-4) that these figures should be

interpreted as decibels Ls.

This ordinance also addresses construction noise. Construction hours are restricted to:
Weekdays 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.
Weekends and holidays 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. (Turlock 2000a, subsection 9-2-

309(9)(1))

The permissible level of construction noise is limited as summarized in NOISE Table 3
below (Turlock 2000a, subsection 9-2-309(g)(2)(i) and (ii)):

NOISE Table 3 — City of Turlock Noise Ordinance —
Construction Noise Limits

9:00 a.m. — 8:00 p.m.

Time Interval One and Two Family Commercial & Industrial
Residential (ABA Lsp) (dBA Lso)
Mobile Construction Equipment
Daily: 7:00 a.m. —7:00 p.m. 75 85
Weekends/Holidays: 60 70
9:00 a.m. — 8:00 p.m.
Stationary Construction Equipment
Daily: 7:00 a.m. —7:00 p.m. 60 70
Weekends/Holidays: 50 60

Stanislaus County General Plan

The County’s General Plan Noise Element identifies single-family and multiple-family
residential uses in residential zones as noise sensitive land uses (Stanislaus 2000,
Chapter 4, section 3.0). Figure 3 of the Noise Element is a Land Use Compatibility
chart, summarized below in NOISE Table 4:
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NOISE Table 4 — Stanislaus County Noise Element
Land Use Compatibility For Community Noise Environments

Community Noise Exposure
Land Use Category Normally Acceptable
(dBA L4, or CNEL)
Residential — Single Family 60
Residential — Multiple Family 65
Industrial, Utilities, Agriculture 75

The residences in the County and near the WEC lie on agriculturally-zoned land. As
seen in NOISE Table 4, noise exposure on such property is considered normally
acceptable up to 75 dBA Lgn or CNEL.

SETTING

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Walnut Energy Center Project involves the construction and operation of a nominal
250 MW combined cycle power plant. The WEC would include two General Electric
Frame 7EA gas turbine generators with heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs), and
one steam turbine generator with a mechanical draft evaporative cooling tower. Also
included in the project would be a natural gas compression station.

The equipment that has the greatest potential to generate significant noise levels
includes the gas turbines, steam turbine, natural gas fuel compressors, an evaporative
cooling tower, and steam relief valve stacks (TID 2002a, AFC 8§ 1.2, 2.1, 2.2.2,
2.2.4.1).

Power Plant Site

The project site is located within the City Limits of Turlock, on land optioned by the City.
The site is zoned Industrial, and lies on the western edge of Turlock, 2.9 miles west of
Highway 99 and south of West Main Street. Surrounding land is in an unincorporated
portion of Stanislaus County, and is zoned Agricultural. The site is bounded by
industrial and residential uses to the north and east; agricultural and residential uses to
the south; and agricultural, residential and utility uses to the west; see NOISE Figure 1
(TID 2002a, AFC 88 1.3, 2.2.2, 8.5.4; CH2MHIill 2003b, Data Response No. 70).

Linear Facilities

Linear facilities included in the project would consist of:

e a 3.6-mile natural gas pipeline;

e a 1.6-mile recycled water supply pipeline; and

e a 0.9-mile potable water supply pipeline (TID 2002a, AFC 8§ 2.2.6, 2.2.7, 6.1, 6.2,
7.2,7.3).
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ANALYSIS

The project must not only comply with the noise LORS described above, but must also
be examined for adverse impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

CEQA requires that significant environmental impacts be identified, and that such
impacts be eliminated or mitigated to the extent feasible. Section XI of Appendix G of
CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, App. G) sets forth some characteristics that
may signify a potentially significant impact. Specifically, a significant effect from noise
may exist if a project would result in:

a) exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local General Plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies;

b) exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels;

) a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project; or

d) a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project.

The Energy Commission staff, in applying item c) above to the analysis of this and other
projects, has concluded that a potential for a significant noise impact exists where the
noise of the project plus the background exceeds the background by five dBA Lgo OF
more at the nearest sensitive receptor.

Staff considers it reasonable to assume that an increase in background noise levels up
to 5 dBA in a residential setting is insignificant; an increase of more than 10 dBA is
clearly significant. An increase between 5 and 10 dBA should be considered adverse,
but may be either significant or insignificant, depending on the particular circumstances
of a case.

Factors to be considered in determining the significance of an adverse impact as
defined above include:
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the resulting noise level’;

the duration and frequency of the noise;

the number of people affected;

the land use designation of the affected receptor sites; and

a s wbdh ke

public concern or controversy as demonstrated at workshops or hearings, or by
correspondence.

Noise due to construction activities is usually considered to be insignificant in terms of
CEQA compliance if:

1. the construction activity is temporary;
2. use of heavy equipment and noisy activities is limited to daytime hours; and

3. all industry-standard noise abatement measures are implemented for noise-
producing equipment.

EXISTING NOISE LEVELS

In order to predict the likely effects of project noise on adjacent sensitive receptors, the
applicant commissioned an ambient noise survey of the area. The survey was
conducted on Monday and Tuesday, July 29 and 30, 2002, using acceptable equipment
and techniques. The noise survey monitored existing noise levels at the following four
locations, representing the nearest residences, shown on NOISE Figure 1. All of the
residences are found on land that is zoned for Agriculture or for Heavy Industrial uses.

1. Monitoring Location M1: Adjacent to the residence at the end of Ruble Road,
approximately 375 feet south of the project site boundary. EXxisting noise is due
chiefly to agricultural operations, and a livestock feed processing plant.

2. Monitoring Location M2: At the residence on West Main Street, approximately
1,450 feet north of the site. EXxisting noise is due to many of the same sources as at
Location M1, plus traffic noise.

3. Monitoring Location M3: Across from the residence on West Main Street at
Washington Street, approximately 3,500 feet northwest of the project site. EXxisting
noise includes traffic noise.

4. Monitoring Location M4: At the residence on Washington Street, approximately
2,600 feet west of the project site. Existing noise consists chiefly of agricultural
operations and traffic noise.

! For example, a noise level of 40 dBA would be considered quiet in many locations. A noise limit of
40 dBA would be consistent with the recommendations of the California Model Community Noise Control
Ordinance for rural environments, and with industrial noise regulations adopted by European jurisdictions.
If the project would create an increase in ambient noise no greater than 10 dBA at nearby sensitive
receptors, and the resulting noise level would be 40 dBA or less, the project noise level would likely be
insignificant.
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One-hour and 10-minute ambient noise measurements are detailed in the Application
(TID 2002a, AFC Appendix 8.5B). NOISE Table 5 summarizes these noise
measurements (TID 2002a, AFC Table 8.5-9):

NOISE Table 5 — Summary of Measured Noise Levels

Nighttime
Monitoring Location Level in dBA, Lgn Average Lgo, dBA
(10 p.m.—7 a.m.)
M1 — Residence on Ruble Road 71 55
M2 — Residence on West Main Street 63 51
M3 — Across from residence on 68 59
West Main at Washington Street
M4 — Residence on Washington Street 62 47

In general, the noise environment in the vicinity of the project site is dominated by
industrial noise, agricultural operations, and road and rail traffic during the day; and by
industrial noise, traffic and agricultural operations at night. The neighborhood is rather
noisy, day and night.

IMPACTS AND COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

Noise impacts associated with the project can be created by short-term construction
activities, and by normal long-term operation of the power plant.

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

Community Effects

General Construction Noise

Construction noise is usually considered a temporary phenomenon. Construction of the
WEC is expected to last approximately 24 months (TID 2002a, AFC 8§ 1.4, 2.2.15).
Construction of an industrial facility such as a power plant is typically noisier than
permissible under usual noise ordinances. In order to allow the construction of new
facilities, construction noise during certain hours of the day is commonly exempt from
enforcement by local ordinances. The City of Turlock Noise Ordinance, however, limits
the level of construction noise, and limits such noise to certain hours (Turlock 2000a,
subsection 9-2-309(g)(1) and 9-2-309(g)(2)). As described above, construction hours
are restricted to:

e Weekdays 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.
e Weekends and holidays 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.

Permissible construction noise levels are described in NOISE Table 3 above.

The applicant has predicted construction noise impacts, listing expected noise levels at
the project site (TID 2002a, AFC Table 8.5-10) and at the receptors identified in Table 5
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(TID 2002a, AFC Tables 8.5-11 and 8.5-12). These predicted construction noise
impacts at those receptors are summarized in NOISE Table 6:

NOISE Table 6 — Applicant’s Construction Noise Impact Predictions

Monitoring Location Approximate Distance Loudest Predicted
from Noise Source (feet) | Sound Level, dBA*
M1 — Residence on Ruble Road 375 71 (86)
M2 — Residence on West Main Street 1,500 59 (74)
M3 & M4 — Residence on West Main
at Washington Street, and residence 3,000 53 (68)?
on Washington Street

“Includes silenced steam blows and (pile driving in parentheses).
?pile driving noise impact per staff calculation.

The applicant has committed to restrict noisy construction work to the hours mandated
in the City Noise Ordinance (TID 2002a, AFC 88 8.5.5.2.2, 8.5.6). To ensure
compliance with this requirement, staff proposes Condition of Certification NOISE-8
below.

Since noisy construction work will take place during the daytime, staff has compared
predicted noise levels to the daytime ambient noise regime at the potentially affected
sensitive receptors, which include 24 residences (CH2MHill 2003b, Data Response No.
70). Further, since construction noise typically varies from moment to moment, staff
compares it to the ambient Leq OF Lsg levels in the affected area. Averaging the Leg
levels at the four noise monitoring sites over the twelve hours during which construction
is permitted on a weekday (TID 2002a, AFC Appendix 8.5B, Tables 8.5B-1 through
8.5B-4), and comparing them to the applicant’s predicted construction noise levels
yields NOISE Table 7:

NOISE Table 7 — Staff’s Projected Construction Noise Impacts

Loudest Projected Daytime Resultant Increase
Monitoring Location Sound Levels, Average Level, over
dBA Leg" Ambient, dBA | dBA Le® | Ambient,
Leg” dBA3
M1 — Residence on 71 (86) 56 71 (86) +15 (+30)
Ruble Road
M2 — Residence on 59 (74) 57 61 (74) +4 (+17)
West Main Street
M3 — Residence on 53 (68) 63 63 (69) 0 (+6)
West Main at
Washington Street
M4 — Residence on 53 (68) 58 59 (68) +1 (+10)
Washington Street

"Source: TID 2002a, AFC Table 8.5-11. Includes silenced steam blows and (pile driving in parentheses).
“Staff calculation; encompasses the time period from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.
®Pile driving in parentheses.
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If pile driving is not employed, construction noise at the receptors near monitoring
location M2 will be audible but not annoying; construction noise at the receptors near
monitoring locations M3 and M4 should be largely unnoticeable. Only at the three
residences near monitoring location M1 should construction noise be noticeable, and
potentially annoying. Due to the small number of affected residences, and the fact that
noisy construction work will be restricted to daytime hours, staff believes that
construction noise will not constitute a significant adverse impact if pile driving is not
employed (see below). Staff proposes Condition of Certification NOISE-2, a noise
complaint resolution process, to deal with any noise complaints related to this work.

While the projected noise level at monitoring location M1 of 71 dBA Leq exceeds the limit
specified in the City of Turlock Noise Ordinance for receptors located in Heavy Industrial
areas (see NOISE Table 3 above), the exceedance is predicted to be only 1 dBA. (The
Lso figures in the Ordinance are considered comparable to the Leq figures in NOISE
Table 7.) Due to conservatism in calculating noise impacts, actual noise levels at M1
will likely be lower than predicted, and will thus be likely to comply with this LORS.

Pile Driving

The applicant originally believed that pile driving would be unnecessary (TID 2002a,
AFC § 8.5.5.2.3). Further study reveals that pilings will be required, either precast piles
driven into the ground or pilings augered and cast in place (Strachan 2003, pers.
comm.). The AFC included a projection of pile driving noise impacts (TID 2002a, AFC
Table 8.5-12). This table predicts that noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors
due to driving precast piles could reach 86 dBA at M1 and 74 dBA at M2 (see figures in
parentheses in NOISE Table 7, above). This would represent an increase above the
daytime ambient noise levels as great as 30 dBA at the receptors near noise monitoring
location M1; the increase at the more distant receptors (noise monitoring locations M2,
M3 and M4) would range from 6 to 17 dBA.

The City of Turlock Noise Ordinance limits the loudness of construction on commercial
and industrial zoned property to 70 dBA Lso on weekdays, and to 60 dBA Lsp on
weekends (Turlock 2000a, subsection 9-2-309(g)(2)(ii)). The noise of traditional pile
driving would exceed this weekday limit by 16 dBA at receptors near M1 (note that there
is a residence near M1 that lies within the City limits) and by 4 dBA at receptors near
M2. Such pile driving would violate this LORS, as well as present these residents with
severe noise impacts.

Energy Commission staff have identified commercially available alternative pile driving
techniques that are quieter than the traditional method modeled in the AFC. These
technologies reduce pile driving noise by 20 to 40 dBA, and include padded hammers,
“Hush” noise attenuating enclosures, vibratory drivers, and hydraulic techniques that
press the piles into the ground instead of hammering them (Eaton; Gill; Ken-Jet; Kessler
& Schomer; NCT; WOMA; Yap). Such techniques could reduce pile driving noise
impacts at M1 and M2 to levels that would comply with the City of Turlock Noise
Ordinance. Staff recommends that, if pile driving should be performed in constructing
the WEC, a quiet technology be required that does not subject the nearby residential
receptors to noise levels in excess of these LORS limits. To ensure compliance, staff
proposes Condition of Certification NOISE-9.
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Steam Blows

Typically, the loudest noise encountered during construction, inherent in building any
project incorporating a steam turbine, is created by the steam blows. After erection and
assembly of the feed water and steam systems, the piping and tubing that comprises
the steam path has accumulated dirt, rust, scale and construction debris such as weld
spatter, dropped welding rods and the like. If the plant were started up without
thoroughly cleaning out these systems, all this debris would find its way into the steam
turbine, quickly destroying the machine.

In order to prevent this, before the steam system is connected to the turbine, the steam
line is temporarily routed to the atmosphere. Traditionally, high pressure steam is then
raised in the heat recovery steam generator or a temporary boiler and allowed to
escape to the atmosphere through the steam piping. This flushing action, referred to as
a steam blow, is quite effective at cleaning out the steam system. A series of short
steam blows, lasting two or three minutes each, is performed several times daily over a
period of two or three weeks. At the end of this procedure, the steam line is connected
to the steam turbine, which is then ready for operation.

In the case of the WEC, these high-pressure steam blows could produce noise as loud
as 129 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. In order to reduce disturbance from steam blows,
the applicant has committed to equipping the steam blow piping with a silencer that
would reduce noise levels by 40 to 45 dBA (TID 2002a, AFC 88 8.5.5.2.2).

In recent years, a new, quieter steam blow process, variously referred to as
QuietBlow™ or Silentsteam™, has become popular. This method utilizes lower
pressure steam over a continuous period of 36 hours or so. Noise levels at nearby
receptors are typically similar to the ambient background noise level, and thus barely
noticeable. Even more recently, compressed air has been substituted for steam in the
continuous blow process, with resulting noise levels that are similar.

The applicant has predicted high-pressure steam blow noise levels at the nearest
sensitive receptors (TID 2002a, AFC Table 8.5-12). Silenced high-pressure steam
blows would result in noise impacts at the residences near monitoring location M1, the
nearest and most heavily impacted location, of approximately 71 dBA Leq. As discussed
above, staff believes these levels would be tolerable to residents, and would likely
comply with LORS. Low pressure steam blows would create noise levels that would be
even lower.

In order to ensure minimal annoyance due to steam or air blows, staff proposes
conditions of certification to limit noise from the short duration, high-pressure steam
blows by requiring the use of a temporary silencer to achieve the noise level cited
above, to implement a notification process to make neighboring land uses aware of
impending steam blows (see proposed Conditions of Certification NOISE-4 and NOISE-
5 below), and to restrict such work to daytime hours (see proposed Condition of
Certification NOISE-8). If a low-pressure, continuous steam or air blow process is used,
the proposed Condition of Certification NOISE-4 will ensure that the resulting
continuous noise levels do not exceed the LORS nighttime noise standards, or cause a
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significant increase in nighttime ambient noise levels. This should ensure the process is
tolerable to residents and adjacent land uses.

Linear Facilities

New off-site linear facilities would include a 3.6-mile natural gas pipeline, a 1.6-mile
recycled water supply pipeline, and a 0.9-mile potable water supply pipeline.

Construction of linear facilities typically moves along at a rapid pace, thus not subjecting
any one receptor to noise impacts for more than two or three days. Further, the City’s
Noise Ordinance (Turlock 2000a, subsections 9-2-309(g)(1) and (g)(2)) limits both the
hours of construction and the permissible noise levels. Staff believes that compliance
with this ordinance will offer sufficient protection to affected receptors. Staff proposes
Condition of Certification NOISE-8 to ensure that these requirements are met.

Vibration

The only construction operation likely to produce vibration that could be perceived off-
site would be pile driving. Staff believes that if a quiet pile driving technique is
employed as discussed above, vibration impacts at nearby receptors will not damage
structures.

Worker Effects

The applicant has acknowledged the need to protect construction workers from noise
hazards, and has recognized those applicable LORS that would protect construction
workers (TID 2002a, AFC § 8.5.5.2.1). To ensure that construction workers are, in fact,
adequately protected, Energy Commission staff has proposed Condition of Certification
NOISE-3.

PROJECT OPERATION

Community Effects

Power plant noise is unique. A power plant operates as essentially a steady,
continuous noise source, unlike the intermittent sounds that comprise the majority of the
noise environment. As such, power plant noise contributes to, and becomes part of, the
background noise level, or the sound heard when most intermittent noises cease.
Where power plant noise is audible, it will tend to define the background noise level.

For this reason, staff compares the projected power plant noise to the existing ambient
background (Lgo) noise levels at the affected sensitive receptors. If this comparison
identifies a significant adverse impact, then feasible mitigation must be incorporated in
the project to eliminate or reduce the impact.

In most cases, a power plant will be intended to operate around the clock for much of
the year. Staff believes it prudent to average the lowest nighttime hourly background
noise level values to arrive at a reasonable baseline for comparison with the project’'s
projected noise level. This assumes the potential for annoyance due to power plant
noise is greatest at night when residents are trying to sleep.
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In addition, staff compares the projected project noise with applicable LORS, in this
case, the City of Turlock General Plan Noise Element and Noise Ordinance, and the
Stanislaus County General Plan Noise Element.

Power Plant Operation

During its operating life, the WEC would represent essentially a steady, continuous
noise source day and night. Occasional brief increases in noise levels would occur as
steam relief valves open to vent pressure, or during startup or shutdown as the plant
transitions to and from steady-state operation. At other times, such as when the plant
would be shut down for lack of dispatch or for maintenance, noise levels would
decrease.

The primary noise sources of the project would include the gas turbine generators, the
steam turbine generator, gas turbine air inlets, HRSG exhaust stacks, natural gas fuel
compressors, electrical transformers, and various pumps. The noise emanating from a
power plant during normal operation is generally broadband, steady state in nature.

The applicant performed noise monitoring to quantify the ambient noise regime at
sensitive receptors near the project site (TID 2002a, AFC Appendix 8.5B), presenting
the results in terms of Lg, (a 24-hour measure) and of a nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.)
average Lgo, or background, level (see NOISE Table 5 above). Staff typically examines
the Lgo values averaged over the four quietest consecutive hours of the night; we
believe this gives the most meaningful indication of noise levels when people are trying
to sleep. (In this case, due largely to frequent noise throughout the night, the nighttime
average Lgo values are only about one decibel higher than the four-hour average Lgo
values at all four monitoring locations.)

The applicant performed acoustical modeling to determine the project’s noise impacts

on sensitive receptors (TID 2002a, AFC Table 8.5-14). These projections are shown in
NOISE Table 8:
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NOISE Table 8 — Projected Plant Operational Noise Impacts (dBA)

Ambient Projected Projected | Resultant
Monitoring Location Four-Hour Power Plant | Power Plant Level
Average Noise Level | Noise Level (Leq)3
Background (Lgo)* (Lan)° (Leg)’
M1 — Residence on 54 69 63 64
Ruble Road
M2 — Residence on 50 69 63 63
West Main Street
M3 — Across from 58 61 55 60
residence on West
Main at Washington
Street
M4 — Residence on 46 66 60 60
Washington Street

'Source: Staff calculation based on applicant’s hourly values (TID 2002a, AFC Tables 8.5B-1 through
8.5B-4).

’Source: TID 2002a, AFC Table 8.5-14.

3Staff calculation, based on adding project noise to four-hour average background noise levels.

Compliance With City Noise Ordinance

Based on the above projected Lq, and Leq Values, the applicant has concluded that the
project will comply with all applicable LORS (TID 2002a, AFC 88 1.7.5, 8.5.3.3, 8.5.5.1;
Appendix 8.5A). The City of Turlock Noise Ordinance sets a standard of 75 dBA Lz ?
for industrial zones. The project noise level of 55 to 63 dBA at the receptors would
comply with this limit.

Compliance With City Noise Element

As noted above under “Local LORS,” the City of Turlock Noise Element does not apply
to receptors on industrially-zoned land.

Compliance With County Noise Element

The Stanislaus County Noise Element sets a standard of 75 dBA Lg, or CNEL as
normally acceptable for agriculturally-zoned land and 80 dBA as conditionally
acceptable (Stanislaus 2000, Chapter 4, Figure 3). The applicant’s projections (see
NOISE Table 8 above) show that the project would comply with the normally acceptable
level at all measured receptor locations.

Significant Impacts Under CEQA

The project must be analyzed under CEQA to determine if significant adverse impacts

will result. The applicant incorrectly assumes that, “[s]ince the noise level at the nearest
receptor will be in accordance with local LORS, no adverse impact is expected from the
normal operation of the plant” (TID 2002a, AFC § 1.7.5), and “[t]herefore, noise impacts

> The City Noise Ordinance describes “Levels Not To Be Exceeded More Than 30 Minutes in Any
Hour.” Staff and applicant interpret this as Lso. For steady-state power plant noise, Lsg and Leq are very
similar.
August 2003
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may be considered significant if project operational activities would conflict with the City
of Turlock Noise Ordinance....” (TID 2002a, AFC § 8.5.5.1)

As described above (see the CEQA subsection under the heading “Analysis”), staff
typically considers an increase above background noise levels greater than 10 dBA to
constitute a significant adverse impact. Where the ambient noise regime is relatively
noisy, as is the case around the WEC project site, increases up to 10 dBA are generally
considered acceptable. (If the ambient noise regime were very quiet, such an increase
would be deemed annoying; conversely, if the ambient noise regime were exceedingly
noisy, increases much less than 10 dBA would likely be deemed significant.) As shown
in NOISE Table 8 above, the project would cause increases in the four-hour average
background noise level at each of the monitoring locations. The magnitude of this
increase is shown in NOISE Table 9:

NOISE Table 9 — Projected Plant Operational Noise Increases (dBA)

Ambient Projected | Resultant Increase
Monitoring Location Four-Hour Power Plant Level above
Average Noise Level Leg® Background?®
Background (Lgo)* (Leg)?
M1 — Residence on 54 63 64 +10
Ruble Road
M2 — Residence on 50 63 63 +13
West Main Street
M3 — Across from 58 55 60 +2
residence on West
Main at Washington
Street
M4 — Residence on 46 60 60 +14
Washington Street

'Source: Staff calculation based on applicant’s hourly values (TID 2002a, AFC Tables 8.5B-1 through

8.5B-4)
2Source: TID 2002a, AFC Table 8.5-14
3staff calculation

An examination of the aerial photograph depicting the project site (CH2MHIill 2003b,
Data Response No. 70, Figure 8.5-2R1, reproduced here as NOISE Figure 1) shows
that each monitoring location represents at least three nearby residences. Thus, at
least six residences (those at or near monitoring locations M2 and M4) will be subjected
to nighttime noise increases of 13 to 14 dBA, a significant and likely annoying increase.

In order to reduce project noise impacts on nearby residences to a level that staff
considers insignificant (an increase no greater than 10 dB), the project noise emissions
would have to be reduced at least 3 dBA toward the north (monitoring location M2) and
at least 4 dBA toward the southwest (monitoring location M4). This might be
accomplished by incorporating in the project design one or more of the following
features, which staff has seen employed on other power plants:

1. relocating some plant equipment;
2. enclosing some equipment in sound attenuating enclosures;
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3. erecting sound walls at the power plant, or near affected receptors;

4. purchasing quieter version of some pieces of plant equipment, such as pumps or
transformers; or

5. installing exhaust stack silencers.

To ensure that the plant would not exceed staff’'s recommended noise levels at any
sensitive receptor, staff has proposed Condition of Certification NOISE-6 below.

Tonal and Intermittent Noises

One possible source of annoyance would be strong tonal noises. Tonal noises are
individual sounds (such as pure tones) that, while not louder than permissible levels,
stand out in sound quality. Intermittent noises would include steam relief valves venting
during startup, shutdown or unplanned unit trips. The applicant plans to pay attention to
overall noise in design, and to install appropriate vent silencers to eliminate these
factors as possible sources of annoyance (TID 2002a, AFC § 8.5.6).

Linear Facilities

All water and gas piping will lie underground, and will be silent during operation. Noise
effects from the electrical interconnection line typically do not extend beyond the right-
of-way easement of the line, and will thus be inaudible to any receptors. This will be
particularly true for the medium-voltage (69 kV and 115 kV) lines associated with this
project (TID 2002a, AFC § 8.5.5.3.2).

Vibration

Vibration from an operating power plant could be transmitted by two chief means;
through the ground (groundborne vibration), and through the air (airborne vibration).

The operating components of a combined cycle power plant consist of high-speed gas
and steam turbines and various pumps. All of these pieces of equipment must be
carefully balanced in order to operate; permissible vibration levels are quite low. The
applicant claims that no vibration will be felt offsite (TID 2002a, AFC § 8.5.5.3.5).
Energy Commission staff agrees with this estimate, and agrees with the applicant that
groundborne vibration from the WEC will be undetectable by any likely receptor.

Airborne vibration (low frequency noise) can rattle windows and objects on shelves, and
can rattle the walls of lightweight structures. The WEC's chief source of airborne
vibration would be the gas turbines’ exhaust. In a combined cycle plant such as the
WEC, however, the exhaust must pass through the HRSGs before it reaches the
atmosphere. The HRSGs act as extremely efficient mufflers; it would be exceedingly
rare for such a plant to cause perceptible airborne vibration effects.

Worker Effects

The applicant has acknowledged the need to protect plant operating and maintenance
workers from noise hazards, and has committed to comply with applicable LORS (TID
2002a, AFC 88 8.5.5.3.1). The applicant would implement a comprehensive hearing

conservation program, and hearing protection would be required. To ensure that plant
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operating and maintenance workers are, in fact, adequately protected, Energy
Commission staff has proposed Condition of Certification NOISE-7.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14) requires a discussion
of cumulative environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts are two or more individual
impacts that, when considered together, are considerable or that compound or increase
other environmental impacts. The CEQA Guidelines require that the discussion reflect
the severity of the impacts and the likelihood of their occurrence, but need not provide
as much detail as the discussion of the impacts attributable to the project alone.

Pursuant to CEQA, a cumulative impacts analysis can be performed by either

1) summarizing growth projections in an adopted general plan or in a prior certified
environmental document, or 2) compiling a list of past, present, and probable future
projects producing related or cumulative impacts. The second method has been utilized
for the purposes of this Staff Assessment.

Neither the applicant nor Energy Commission staff is aware of any other similar projects
in the immediate area. Since noise impacts from two projects can only accumulate if
the projects are relatively near each other, i.e., within less than half a mile, staff believes
no cumulative noise impacts are likely for the WEC.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Staff has reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the minority population is less
than 50 percent within a six-mile radius of the proposed Walnut Energy Center project
(please refer to Socioeconomics Figure 1 in this document). However, as indicated in
Socioeconomics Figure 1, there are multiple census blocks with greater than 50
percent minority persons within the six-mile radius. Staff considers these to be pockets
or clusters. Staff also reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the low-income
population is less than 50 percent within the same radius. Because staff has
determined there to be pockets or clusters of minority population within the six-mile
radius, staff has conducted a focused environmental justice analysis for Noise and
Vibration.

Based on the Noise and Vibration analysis, which included consideration of
information supplied by participants at staff workshops, staff has not identified
significant direct or cumulative impacts resulting from the construction or operation of
the project, and therefore there are no Noise and Vibration environmental justice
issues related to this project.

FACILITY CLOSURE

In the future, upon closure of the WEC, all operational noise from the project would
cease, and no further adverse noise impacts from operation of the WEC would be
possible. The remaining potential temporary noise source is the dismantling of the
structures and equipment, and any site restoration work that may be performed. Since
this noise would be similar to that caused by the original construction of the WEC, it can
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be treated similarly. That is, noisy work could be performed during daytime hours, with
machinery and equipment properly equipped with mufflers. Any noise LORS that were
in existence at that time would apply. Applicable conditions of certification included in
the Energy Commission Decision would also apply unless modified.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Energy Commission staff concludes that if the WEC is built as described above, it can
be expected to produce significant adverse noise impacts during plant operation at six
or more residences. Staff further concludes that the project could be further mitigated to
reduce its noise emanations to the point that the project would present no significant
adverse noise impacts on sensitive rece